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Editor’s Foreword 


Davide Turcato 


Having escaped from forced residence and regained his freedom of movement, Errico 
Malatesta embarked upon a sojourn in the United States between August 1899 and April 
1900, a period of about eight months, which also included a short visit to Cuba. This volume 
of Malatesta’s Complete Works contains everything that he wrote between the beginning of 
1899—at which point he was still confined on Lampedusa—and the end of his time in North 
America. 

While the Complete Works include both his published and unpublished writings (such as 
his correspondence), this volume is entirely composed of published writings. In turn, these 
include both Malatesta’s own output (articles, open letters, and so on) and writings by others 
that record his words in an almost direct manner (interviews and reports on his speeches). 

Malatesta’s own writings have been drawn almost entirely from a single newspaper, La 
Questione Sociale (based in Paterson, New Jersey), which he edited between early September 
1899 and his return to Europe. 

For this periodical, as for all those edited by Malatesta, we must deal with the problem of 
attributing unsigned articles. Which of them should be included in the volume and which 
excluded? 

In the case of some articles, inclusion is justified by the fact that they were subsequently 
reprinted in the anarchist press above Malatesta’s signature or were credited to him by 
knowledgeable commentators such as Luigi Fabbri, Malatesta’s comrade, friend, and 
biographer, as well as editor of the original complete works project, of which he managed to 
issue three volumes. 

Other unsigned articles have been included on the basis of intellectual responsibility, 
which is to say that, as editor of the newspaper, Malatesta made himself “author” of these 
articles by assuming responsibility for them and clearly acknowledging them as faithful 
reflections of his own thinking. There is clear evidence of Malatesta’s assertion of intellectual 
responsibility over these texts in the pages of the newspaper itself. On taking over the reins 
of the paper—in a clear departure from the previous editorship of Giuseppe Ciancabilla, who 
had announced that he wanted the paper to provide an “open forum”—the “incoming 
editors” declared: “[The paper] will not be the mouthpiece of any individual, but will 
genuinely represent the ideas and desires of the organization on whose behalf it is made. 
Those who have received the responsibility to write the paper, have willingly accepted the 
requirement of submitting their articles to the collective for the appropriate review.”: And a 
few weeks later, lamenting distorted accounts of his talks, Malatesta wrote: “Anyone wishing 
to know for sure what my thinking is need only come and listen to me and engage me in 
discussion; or read La Questione Sociale (new series) with which I am in perfect agreement.”2 
This standard of intellectual responsibility was also plainly set out by Luigi Fabbri who, in 
crediting Malatesta with the ideas contained in a certain article in La Questione Sociale, made 
the comment: “I am unsure if this article is by Malatesta himself, since it is not only 
unsigned, but its arguing style is quite different from his own. Yet the ideas are substantially 
the same as those of Malatesta. Moreover, being the paper’s editor, he would not have 
published the text as an editorial, unsigned and without comment, had it not matched 
completely with his own thinking.”s 

However, this standard of intellectual responsibility has been applied to Paterson’s La 


Questione Sociale more warily than to other newspapers, such as L’Agitazione, which 
Malatesta had edited in Ancona in 1897-98. The reasons for this increased selectivity can 
also be clearly found in the paper itself. In response to the insinuation that the paper would 
cease publication after Malatesta’s departure, the group in charge reassured the readers by 
stating that “from the very beginning of this new series, Malatesta, while busy with his 
propaganda tour and other tasks, provided us with articles but was not able to serve as our 
consistent editor and that has never prevented us from maintaining a regular publication 
schedule.”s And as he said goodbye to his comrades, Malatesta, assuredly out of modesty but 
most likely not out of modesty alone, declared that he was “sorry he was unable to achieve 
more than the smallest part of what he had proposed and hoped to do for propaganda in 
these lands.”s On the whole, La Questione Sociale cannot be regarded as Malatesta’s “child” to 
the same degree as L’Agitazione, whose incubation and birth he had been fully involved with 
from the beginning. In the case of La Questione Sociale—notwithstanding the sharp break 
with the previous administration, as was emphasized by the creation of a new series—the 
paper already had an editorial staff and a long history that did not involve Malatesta. 

Based on these considerations, a standard that automatically credited unsigned articles to 
Malatesta, unless there were good grounds for doing otherwise, would be too loose and 
would probably “water down” genuine Malatesta articles with a plethora of other articles 
which, while not at odds with his thinking, would not be a typical expression of it either. 
Instead, a stricter principle has been employed, which involves focusing on texts that stand 
out for some specific reason. In addition to those credited to him on the basis of the criteria 
set out above, most of the unsigned articles that have been included can be classified under 
the following headings: (i) articles that express a qualifying theoretical-tactical stance; (ii) 
articles written in the first person plural, when the reference is to the newspaper’s editorial 
group as a body; (iii) articles dealing with topics that are recurrent themes in Malatesta; (iv) 
articles containing personal remarks unmistakably traceable to him; and (v) articles that are 
continuations of other articles that either were signed or have been ascribed to him 
according to some of the previously mentioned criteria. 

In deciding whether to include or exclude individual articles, several other contributing 
factors have been taken into account, such as whether Malatesta was present or not in 
Paterson when the issue in question was published; or whether the issue in which an article 
appeared was more or less “dense,” that is, it contained more or less articles attributable to 
Malatesta, thereby attesting to his direct involvement in the editing of that issue. Finally, in 
sporadic cases we have also relied upon stylistic considerations, when these have stood out 
with particular emphasis. 

In any case, as in all the other volumes, we have left out articles that primarily convey 
facts, or are re-workings from other papers, or where reflections and commentary are limited 
to brief notes that reaffirm well-known concepts developed in depth elsewhere. Likewise, 
regular columns have been left out. In particular, one of these, “Fatti e Opinioni” (Facts and 
opinions), contains interesting remarks, some of which probably come from Malatesta’s pen. 
However, it has been left out on the basis that the column was a regular feature, appearing 
even during the long periods of time in which Malatesta was absent from Paterson. So, it 
would have been equally misleading to include the column in its entirety as it would have 
been arbitrary to make a selection based on some fleeting standards for attribution. 

We trust that, based on this set of criteria, the writings that have been included will 
present a faithful and complete picture of Malatesta’s thought during this period: faithful not 
just in the sense of being consistent with his thinking but above all in the sense of 
representing his point of view on topics that mattered to him; and complete in the sense that 
none of these topics have been overlooked. 

Finally, in also including brief notes by Malatesta regarding the paper’s finances and 


distribution, the growth of the incipient anarchist federation, his propaganda tour as well as 
his remarks concerning the personal dispute with Giuseppe Ciancabilla, this volume also 
intends to provide an insight into the life of the newspaper and the larger Italian anarchist 
movement during these two years. And we speak intentionally of the “Italian” anarchist 
movement rather than of the “Italian-American” movement in order to emphasize that a 
proper study of Italian anarchism must consider it as a single transnational movement that 
reached beyond Italy’s physical borders and to which transatlantic components fully 
belonged. 

The articles that are included here are always reproduced in their entirety. Only when a 
writing of Malatesta’s consists of an editor’s note or a comment upon someone else’s article, 
parts of the latter article have been summarized or omitted, as long as this has not adversely 
affected the reader’s understanding of Malatesta’s comment. The summaries of the omitted 
passages are inside square brackets. As a rule, all contents within square brackets indicate 
interventions by the editor. Instances in which the square brackets belong to the original text 
have been indicated in footnotes. Similarly, sections that digress from strict reporting have 
been dropped from other people’s accounts of Malatesta’s speeches. In every case, such 
omissions have been indicated through the insertion of three spaced dots (. . .), which differ 
visibly from the hanging dots (...) used in the author’s text. 

The texts are generally arranged in the chronological order in which they were published, 
except in two cases: (i) serialized articles, in which case the installments following the initial 
section have been attached to it; and (ii) certain speech reports or interviews, especially 
relating to Malatesta’s trip to Cuba. For the reader’s convenience, the latter have been laid 
out in chronological order of occurrence, rather than according to publication dates. Finally, 
as usual, fragmentary reports and statements which have been dropped from the main body 
of texts due to their brevity or questionable reliability and whose value is primarily 
documentary, have been gathered together in the “Press Clippings” section at the end. 

Malatesta’s works span a period of sixty years and were published in a broad range of 
publications in many countries and languages. Because of such diversity, we have not 
attempted to enforce uniformity of stylistic conventions. Rather, in a spirit of documentary 
editing, we have made an effort to reproduce those works as faithfully as possible. As a rule, 
unless stylistic changes were required by linguistic or cultural differences between the source 
language and English (such as, for example, different capitalization conventions), we have 
preserved typesetting styles from the original sources. Hence what might appear as 
inconsistencies in the present volume adhere to the original publications. 

When an article has a short subtitle, this has been placed after the title proper. Otherwise, 
lengthier, summative subtitles have been placed at the beginning of the body of the text, in 
small caps. Rather than indicating in a footnote which articles have been signed, the 
signatures have been incorporated directly into the text, just as they appeared in the original. 
Articles without a signature at the foot of the text should therefore be deemed as unsigned. 
Where a footnote is part of the original text, this has been indicated at the start of the note 
inside square brackets: for instance, “[Translator’s note].” All other notes are by the editor. 

I should like to offer thanks to Ivo Giaccheri for the transcription of texts; Tomaso 
Marabini for his ongoing, expert, and disinterested assistance in the tracing and consulting of 
texts; Kenyon Zimmer for important bibliographical information; Massimo Ortalli for having 
afforded me access to a rare first edition; the late Bert Altena for consulting a periodical to 
which I myself had no access; Marianne Enckell from the Centre Internationale de Recherches 
sur l’Anarchisme (Geneva) for her always prompt responses to my requests for assistance; Sara 
Wakefield and Daniel Necas from the Immigration History Research Center (Minneapolis) for 
having tracked down a periodical that would otherwise not have been found; Enrico Brandoli 
for archival research; Odile Papini, Amparo Sanchez Cobos, and Claudio Venza for their 


linguistic advice; and Elvino Petrossi for a useful exchange of information. 
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1 “What Our Newspaper Will Be [Statement of the New Editorial Board],” p. 42 of this volume. 

2 Untitled note of September 30, 1899, p. 87 of this volume. 

3 Malatesta: L’uomo e il pensiero (Naples, 1951), 127. Although I agree with Fabbri’s overall reasoning, I have 
decided in the end to omit the article in question, “Evolution and Revolution,” from this volume. 

4 Untitled note, La Questione Sociale (Paterson) 5, new series, no. 14 (December 9, 1899). 

5 Untitled note of April 7, 1900, p. 249 of this volume. 


Introductory essay: Malatesta and La Questione Sociale 


by Nunzio Pernicones 


Malatesta’s return to Italy in April 1897 and the publication in Ancona of L’Agitazione under 
his direction were decisive contributors to the resurgence of the anarchist movement in this 
period. After a year of successful activities, carried out for the most part clandestinely as 
“Giuseppe Rinaldi,” Malatesta was arrested during the bread riots that convulsed Ancona and 
other cities in the spring of 1898, and was sentenced to a prison term of seven months. With 
Italy deep in the throes of reaction following the Fatti di Maggio, the government was not 
about to liberate Italy’s most feared revolutionary despite the expiration of his sentence, 
condemning him instead to domicilio coatto for a period of four years on the islands of Ustica 
and Lampedusa. 

But the authorities were mistaken in their calculations. As Malatesta’s personal friend, the 
socialist deputy Oddino Morgari, would later write in Avanti!, “whoever knew that man 
never believed for a moment that he would meekly spend his five years’ relegation term on 
the islands.”7 Further noting that “a coatto can always escape if he has money and guts,” 
Morgari himself, while visiting Lampedusa on what was purported to be an official 
parliamentary inspection of the penal colony and its political prisoners, had delivered the 
funds provided by Malatesta’s anarchist comrades to bribe the island’s director. Thus, on the 
night of April 26-27, 1899, Malatesta and his comrades Giorgio Vivoli and Edoardo Epifani, 
escaped from Lampedusa by boat and headed as pre-arranged to Tunisia, where he was 
hosted by the Dr. Niccolé Converti, the anarchist who had long practiced medicine in the 
capital. A few days later, Malatesta made his way to Malta, and then to London, where he 
remained until the end of July, when he departed for the United States. Malatesta’s arrival in 
New York on August 12, 1899, was not unexpected. The anarchists of Paterson—especially 
the group’s leading figure, the Catalan Pedro Esteve, who had toured Spain with Malatesta in 
1891-92—had been in contact with him for several years, issuing repeated invitations to join 
them and help the movement in the United States. Therefore, after coming ashore, Malatesta 
immediately went to nearby Paterson, New Jersey, where he was housed by comrades 
belonging to the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza.s 

Paterson provided several advantages as a base of operations. Renowned as the “silk 
capital” of the world, Paterson was home to a thriving community of some 10,000 Italians by 
the turn of the century, sixty percent of whom were employed in the more than 200 broad 
silk mills and half-dozen dye houses. The Italians were predominantly northerners who had 
migrated from Biella and Vercelli in Piedmont, Como in Lombardy, and Prato in Tuscany. 
Those from Biella, Vercelli, Prato, and their satellite towns, most of whom had previous 
experience in textile manufacture, were employed as weavers, while those from Como and 
experienced in silk production were employed as dyers in the large dye works. Southern 
Italians began arriving in appreciable numbers by the turn of the century, and were 
employed mainly as dyers helpers, the worst and lowest paying jobs in the industry. Not 
surprisingly, given the racist attitudes of Anglo-Saxon America, the advent of Italian workers 
in Paterson was not welcomed by English-speaking workers and their labor unions, so 
tensions between them remained high for several decades. As one expert on Paterson has 
written, “Because Italians were conspicuous, they were saddled with every prejudice, 
stereotype, and animosity typically aimed in America at exotic newcomers.” 

Paterson’s Italian community also included one of the largest concentrations of anarchists 


in the United States, thereby providing Malatesta with vital support for the propaganda 
activities he intended to conduct. The majority of Italian anarchists were weavers, although 
many other types of workers and artisans were represented as well. Many of the anarchists 
had been radicalized in the course of their previous labor struggles in Italy, but others were 
converted to the cause after their exposure to the movement in the United States. The hard- 
core militants of Paterson’s anarchist colony had come primarily from Biella and its 
environs.1o Many had migrated to Paterson and nearly towns like West Hoboken and Orange 
Valley in order to earn higher wages than in Italy; others had fled from political persecution. 
In addition to Italians, Paterson hosted many French and German comrades, and also 
published the Spanish language newspaper El Despertar, edited by Esteve, which was read by 
the large colony of Spanish anarchists living in nearby New York as well as the Spanish and 
Cuban cigar makers in Tampa, Florida. 

Contemporary newspapers, reflecting America’s xenophobia and fear of radicals, 
exaggerated the size of the anarchist colony in Paterson, placing the number of Italians at 
between 1,500 and 2,500.1: More likely, there were around three or four hundred avowed 
Italian anarchists in Paterson and even more sympathizers at the turn of the century, judging 
from the fact that 1,000 copies of the 3,000 published weekly by the local movement’s 
newspaper were read locally.12 While these numbers suggest that Paterson boasted the 
perhaps highest per capita percentage of avowed Italian anarchists and sympathizers of any 
industrial city in America, it is also noteworthy that in the 1890s Paterson’s radical 
community also included perhaps equal numbers of Italian socialists, both reformist and 
revolutionary/anti-parliamentarist factions, affiliated with the American Socialist Labor 
Party, who would establish the autonomous Federazione Socialista Italiana del Nord America in 
1901. The official voice of Italian-American social democracy, Il Proletario, was published in 
Paterson from 1898 to 1900, under the editorship of Camillo Cianfarra and, later, of Dino 
Rondani.i3 Needless to say, the rivalry between anarchists and democratic socialists in 
Paterson and nearby cities was intense. 

The first Italian anarchist group in Paterson, formed in 1892, was the Gruppo Augusto 
Spies, named in honor of the Chicago Haymarket martyr. That same year the group changed 
its name to the Circolo Studi Sociali; in November 1893 it adopted the name of Circolo Diritto 
all’Esistenza. That year the Circolo attempted to launch a campaign whereby the movement 
would acquire its own printing press, an aspiration realized in 1895, when the Circolo 
became the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza and began publishing La Questione Sociale that July.14 
The ideological orientation of the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza and La Questione Sociale was 
akin to Malatesta’s, espousing the socialismo anarchico that advocated organizing along 
federative lines and supporting the labor movement. With a fluctuating membership of 40- 
100, the majority of them weavers from Biella and its environs, the Gruppo Diritto 
all’Esistenza was exceptionally large for an anarchist group in the United States, rivaled in 
size only by the groups in major cities, such as the Gruppo Studi Sociali in New York City. 
Weekly meetings of the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza were held every Wednesday night in a 
room adjoining the newspaper’s operating facilities located in a small office on the third floor 
of 355 Market Street. Larger and more inclusive meetings of local anarchists were held in 
Bertoldi Hall at 286 Straight Street or in Mazzini Hall. The group’s most notable figures in 
the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza included the Catalan typesetter Pedro Esteve, Firmino Gallo, 
Alberto Guabello, Beniamino Mazzotta, Antonio Cravello, and Giuseppe Granotti. Also 
included among its members was an important contingent of women, such as Esteve’s 
companion Maria Roda, Ninfa Baronio, Ersilia Cavedagni (Luigi Ciancabilla’s companion), 
and the young Ernesta (“Ernestina”) Cravello. Rather than always defer to their male 
comrades, as was often the case even among anarchists and socialists, Roda and her female 
comrades formed a Gruppo Emancipazione della Donna in September 1897.15 Inevitably, there 


were anarchists in Paterson and other nearby cities such as West Hoboken that disagreed 
with the organizationist orientation of the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza and La Questione Sociale. 
A minority in Paterson, the anti-organizzatori formed the Societd Pensiero e Azione in 1899. 
The stronghold of the anti-organizzatori, however, was West Hoboken, where opposition to 
organization was so intense that the local anarchists had no formal group at the turn of the 
century. 

With Paterson constituting a major bastion of the movement in the 1890s, the city and its 
comrades was visited by all the major figures of Italian anarchism who ventured to North 
America as temporary sojourners during their periods of exile. Francesco Saverio Merlino, 
the movement’s most original thinker prior to his embrace of libertarian socialism, arrived in 
1892. Together with Luigi Raffuzzi and Vito Solieri, Merlino founded II Grido degli Oppressi in 
New York, the first Italian anarchist newspaper of importance published in the United States, 
preceded only by L’Anarchico, published in New York for six months in 1888 by the Gruppo 
Carlo Cafiero. Merlino wrote eloquently about the poor conditions in which Italian 
immigrants lived, and undertook a lecture tour in eight states, speaking in Italian, French, 
and English. After he returned to Europe in January 1893, Il Grido degli Oppressi was 
transferred to Chicago, only to survive for another year after moving back to New York.16 

Merlino was followed in July 1895 by Italian anarchism’s “knight errant”—the poet, 
dramatist, attorney, and criminologist Pietro Gori. Gori spent three months in Paterson, after 
which he undertook a proselytizing tour from coast to coast, giving several hundred lectures 
in Italian, French, and English—sometimes three a day—to audiences that often had never 
heard of anarchism. Although not its first director, as commonly believed, Gori helped 
establish La Questione Sociale as a major voice of the Italian movement by contributing 
numerous articles in his beautiful prose. Besides Gori, other important contributors of 
political and theoretical articles at this early juncture included Antonio Agresti, Edoardo 
Milano, and Oreste Ferrara. The newspaper’s first official director was Agresti. He was 
assisted by several typesetters and printers who belonged to the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza; 
they performed various editorial and administrative functions, mostly on a volunteer basis. 
After Agresti returned to Europe, the editorship of La Questione Sociale was entrusted to 
another temporary sojourner, Francesco Cini, one of Malatesta’s closest comrades. He, in 
turn, was replaced as de facto editor by the multi-lingual typesetter Pedro Esteve, who would 
also edit the Spanish El Despertar. The administrator of La Questione Sociale at the end of the 
decade was Francis Widmar—a Slovenian printer who spoke his native tongue, German, 
Italian, French, and Spanish, but no English. That a Catalan and a Slovenian performed 
essential roles for La Questione Sociale attested to the multinational nature of anarchism in 
Paterson and the close links that bound them to the same cause. Although constantly under 
financial duress, La Questione Sociale managed to publish 3,000 copies on a bi-weekly basis; 
1,000 were read locally, while the rest were distributed throughout the United States and to 
anarchists in Italy and other comrades in European countries, North Africa, and South 
America. Moreover, in keeping with the practices of the best anarchist publications, La 
Questione Sociale facilitated the anarchists’ strong commitment to self-education by operating 
the Biblioteca Sociale Libertaria, which sold and published a variety of pamphlets and books.17 

In need of a full-time director, however, the Gruppo entrusted the position to Giuseppe 
Ciancabilla in November 1898, after his arrival in the United States—a decision they would 
come to regret. Born in Rome to a bourgeois family, Ciancabilla was an active socialist in the 
early 1890s, and joined the editorial staff of the newly founded organ of the Italian Socialist 
Party, Avanti!, in 1896. The following year, inspired by the Greek insurrection in Crete, 
Ciancabilla joined the legion of Italian republicans, socialists, and anarchists led by the old 
revolutionary Amilcare Cipriani, and saw action against the Turks in the battle of Domokos 
in Macedonia, after which he rejoined Avanti! Ironically, it was Ciancabilla’s interview with 


Malatesta for Avanti! that was instrumental in his conversion from social democracy to 
anarchism.is Subsequently driven into exile, Ciancabilla settled in Paris in November 1897, 
after brief stops in Switzerland and Belgium. Under the influence of French anarchists, 
particularly Jean Grave and the group that published Les Temps Nouveaux, Ciancabilla 
embraced Peter Kropotkin’s conception of anarchist communism (he wrote the first Italian 
translation of The Conquest of Bread), with its emphasis on revolutionary fatalism and 
spontaneous social harmony. It was also in this environment that Ciancabilla acquired his 
intransigent opposition to any and every form of organization, opting instead for the 
individual attentat as the most efficacious method of struggle. Accordingly, Ciancabilla was 
the most outspoken defender of Luigi Luccheni’s assassination of Empress Elizabeth of 
Austria, despite the general condemnation of the deed expressed by most anarchists, 
including Kropotkin. Expelled from Switzerland, where he had voiced his approval of 
Luccheni’s attentat in L’Agitatore, the newspaper he published in Neuchatel, Ciancabilla took 
temporary refuge in London, the world capital of anarchist exiles.19 

By the time he assumed direction of La Questione Sociale, Ciancabilla ranked as one of the 
movement’s principal intellectuals and the foremost spokesman of the anti-organizationist 
current in its most extreme form. Inevitably, Ciancabilla sought to change the ideological 
orientation of La Questione Sociale to reflect his anti-organizationist views, which may best be 
described as libertarian individualism. Ciancabilla’s interpretation of libertarian 
individualism ran counter to the ideas of the group’s majority, and the pages of La Questione 
Sociale soon raged with fierce polemics, the organizzatori represented chiefly by Pedro Esteve 
and Salvatore Pallavicini on one side, and the anti-organizzatori/individualisti championed by 
Ciancabilla on the other.20 

Reconciliation between the two tendencies was impossible, according to Ciancabilla: 


It is our belief that the one tendency fatally tends to choke the individual’s initiatives, 
autonomy, and independence, creating also a fertile ground for the pernicious growth of 
authoritarianism; the other lets the individual be completely free and master of himself and 
his own initiatives; indeed, those initiatives are positively promoted by the latter tendency, 
which keeps its libertarian character pure and intact. This is the tendency we support ...21 


The acrimony that developed between the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza’s majority and 
Ciancabilla was further exacerbated by issues of vital importance to local anarchists as 
industrial workers locked in perpetual struggle with their capitalist employers. Most 
members of the group and the editorial position of La Questione Sociale had always supported 
strikes in Paterson and other textile centers, as well as the efforts of Italian weavers to 
establish their own unions, such as the Lega di Resistenza and the Lega dei Tessitori, which 
counted more than 500 members while it lasted.22 

Ciancabilla was adamantly opposed to labor unions and virtually any form of activity that 
involved even a modicum of organization—anarchist federations, congresses, cooperatives, 
mutual aid societies, formalized programs, permanent committees, etc.23 He rejected them all 
as harbingers of authoritarianism. As he succinctly stated, “organization ... is anti- 
anarchist.”24 “Free initiative” and “free association” were the alpha and omega of 
Ciancabilla’s anarchist philosophy, the same notions that had condemned the anarchist 
movement in Italy to fragmentation, inertia, and impotence throughout most of the 1890s. 
But he was oblivious to this reality. 

Fed up with Ciancabilla’s efforts to impose his ideological orientation on La Questione 
Sociale, which smacked of the authoritarianism he purported to oppose, Esteve invited his 
good friend Malatesta to come to the United States in the hope that he would assume 


direction of the newspaper and resolve the conflict threatening to cripple the anarchist 
movement in Paterson and the rest of the country. The inevitable showdown between 
Ciancabilla and Malatesta and their respective supporters came just a few weeks after the 
latter’s arrival in Paterson, where he roomed with Esteve and Maria Roda. By a vote of 80 to 
3, the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza declared itself in favor of anarchist party organization, 
revolutionary propaganda and action, and the greatest possible participation in the labor 
movement. As Ciancabilla opposed every aspect of this position, he had no choice but to 
resign as editor of La Questione Sociale. Malatesta was immediately chosen as his successor. 
To compensate Ciancabilla for his loss, the Gruppo Diritto all’Esistenza assisted him financially 
when he began publication of his own newspaper, L’Aurora, in West Hoboken in September 
1899. Malatesta was not opposed to Ciancabilla’s publishing a newspaper that espoused an 
anti-organizationist point of view. He always believed that even rivals could produce a 
fecund exchange of ideas beneficial to all concerned. But it was not to be.2s 

The new series of La Questione Sociale under Malatesta’s direction began with the 
September 9, 1899 issue. In reality, he was not the newspaper’s full-time director in the strict 
sense of the term, because he was constantly active as a lecturer throughout his eight-month 
sojourn, speaking regularly in Paterson, West Hoboken, Orange Valley in New Jersey, and 
during a four-month propaganda tour that began on September 23 and took him to New 
York, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, Pennsylvania, and Illinois. Typical 
of his lecture topics were the following: “The anarchists’ response to the current situation in 
Europe”; “Parliamentarism”; “The Twentieth of September Celebration”;2. “Anarchists and 
what they want”; “The social question”; “The family”; “Anarchists and workers’ unions”; 
“The needs of the working class.”27 By no means were Malatesta’s lectures attended solely by 
anarchists. By now Malatesta was already a legendary figure whose presence anywhere 
attracted the attention of radicals of every stamp, ordinary apolitical workers, and even 
elements among the bourgeoisie. This was especially true on the several occasions when he 
debated local socialists like Antonio Cravello, Arturo Meunier, Camillo Cianfarra, and the 
socialist deputy and editor of Il Proletario, Dino Rondani.2s Malatesta himself acknowledged 
that he was not a great orator in the flowery and eloquent mode of Pietro Gori and Luigi 
Galleani, but he was nevertheless a great communicator, speaking in a conversational style, 
using simple language easily comprehensible to ordinary workers. It was not mere boasting, 
therefore, when La Questione Sociale reported that Malatesta always bested Rondani in their 
several encounters.29 

Malatesta’s writings in La Questione Sociale were likewise composed in a direct, clear, 
easily comprehensible style intended for a working-class readership—the perfect style for 
propaganda. And although he devoted considerable time to his lecture activities, Malatesta’s 
contribution to the newspaper was prodigious: more than ninety articles, commentaries, and 
messages, covering some thirty or more subjects. The most important themes treated in his 
articles are discussed below. 

Malatesta never considered himself a theorist of anarchism. Yet, as evidenced by several 
articles in La Questione Sociale, Malatesta’s contribution to anarchist thought was 
considerably more important than he ever gave himself credit. He refrained from formulating 
a blueprint for the future anarchist society, believing that men and women would have to 
determine its ultimate nature for themselves. However, Malatesta had much to say about the 
path to anarchy, as superbly expressed in his article “Towards Anarchy.” 30 

Always a voluntarist in his approach to revolution and the future anarchist society, 
Malatesta had no faith in the revolutionary fatalism inspired by Peter Kropotkin, a theory 
that effectively immobilized so many anarchists in a state of passive expectation. He 
criticized those anarchists who, because anarchy was not immediately attainable, “waver 
between an extreme dogmatism which blinds them to the realities of life and an opportunism 


which practically makes them forget that they are Anarchists and that for Anarchy they 
should struggle.” Anarchy, he acknowledged, could only come about slowly, gradually 
“growing in intensity and extension.” Therefore, “every blow given to the institutions of 
private property and to the government, every exaltation of the conscience of man, every 
disruption of the present conditions, every lie unmasked, every part of human activity taken 
away from the control of the authority, every augmentation of the spirit of solidarity and 
initiative, is a step towards Anarchy.”s1 

Malatesta knew that some anarchists would hesitate to participate in the kind of 
insurrectionary alliance that he promoted because the overthrow of the monarchy would not 
result in the immediate creation of an anarchist socialist society. He insisted nevertheless on 
the absolute necessity of anarchist participation: 


We must cooperate with the republicans, the democratic socialists, and any other anti- 
monarchy party to bring down the monarchy; but we must do so as anarchists, in the 
interests of anarchy, without disbanding our forces or mixing them in with others’ forces, and 
without making any commitment beyond cooperation on military action. 

Only thus, as we see it, can we, in the coming events, reap all the benefits of an alliance 
with the other anti-monarchy parties without surrendering any part of our own program.32 


Clearly Malatesta’s intent was to have this message sent back to Italy by the spoken and 
written word. It is also noteworthy in this regard, especially in light of later allegations that 
he was the mastermind behind Bresci’s attentat, that in none of his writings or lectures 
advocating the overthrow of the Savoy Monarchy did Malatesta recommend the assassination 
of King Umberto. He believed like his teacher, Bakunin, that institutions were the enemy, not 
men. 

The more general objectives of Malatesta’s revolutionary agenda were published under 
the rubric of “Il nostro programma” (Our program) within a few weeks of his arrival in 
Paterson, essentially itemizing the same goals the anarchists had embraced since the days of 
Bakunin and the First International: 1) abolition of private property; 2) abolition of 
government and institutions based on coercion; 3) the organization of social life on the basis 
of free association and the will of the people; 4) the guarantee of life and well-being to 
children and anyone incapable of providing for themselves; 5) war against religion and other 
lies and myths; 6) war on patriotism, the abolitions of frontiers, and brotherhood among all 
people; 7) the reconstitution of the family on the basis of love and freedom from legal, 
economic, physical constraints, and religious prejudice. ss 

Malatesta’s revolutionary program did not mince words about the necessity of employing 
force. The government, the church, and the bourgeoisie in general would inevitably defend 
their property and power by means of force (the army, police, etc.). Malatesta insisted, 
therefore, that “in order to defeat them, we must of necessity resort to physical force, to 
violent revolution.”34 The principal target of the revolution was the government—not this or 
that government, but the institution of government. The material fight against government 
would ultimately culminate with insurrection—“A successful insurrection is the most potent 
factor in the emancipation of the people ... The insurrection determines the revolution, that 
is, the speedy emergence of the latent forces built up during the ‘evolutionary’ period.” ss 

Malatesta specified the role he assigned the anarchist with a phrase expressed countless 
times in his writings: “We shall have to push the people.” In effect, the anarchists were to 
constitute themselves as a revolutionary vanguard that, by word and deed, would continually 
spur the people to action on their own behalf. Malatesta knew that revolution against the 
state could succeed only with the defeat of the government’s military and police force; 


therefore, “we shall have to, above all, oppose with every means the re-establishment of the 
police and the armed forces, and use any opportunity to incite workers to a general strike 
that lays the most far reaching demands we can induce them to make.” However events 
might develop, the anarchists should assume of position of permanent revolt, to “continue 
the struggle against the possessing class and the rulers without respite, having always in 
mind the complete economic, political and moral emancipation of all mankind.” 3. 

Of necessity, the revolutionary role Malatesta envisioned for the anarchists required the 
movement to organize its forces for action. Throughout the 1890s and earlier Malatesta had 
vigorously opposed the prevailing tendency among so many anarchists in Italy and Europe to 
associate any and all forms of organization with authoritarianism. The same anti- 
organizationist tendency, as personified by Ciancabilla in the United States, was already 
deeply entrenched among many Italian anarchists in the United States, who were isolated 
mainly in small groups and dispersed throughout the country, often in mining camps, 
literally from coast to coast.s7 One of Malatesta’s major objectives during his sojourn, 
therefore, was to counter this self-defeating attitude, again with the hope that his message 
would influence not only the movement in the United States but reverberate back in Italy, 
where his hard fought efforts had proved ephemeral because of government repression and 
intransigent opposition from the anti-organizzatori. Addressing the theme of organization, 
Malatesta insisted that “organization ... should be regarded by us as a matter of principle. 
And we believe that, far from there being any contradiction between the idea of anarchy and 
the idea of organization, anarchy cannot exist and is unthinkable as anything other than the 
free organization of all common interests, by the interested parties themselves.”3s As he had 
numerous times in earlier publications, Malatesta in La Questione Sociale underscored the 
crucial difference between authoritarian organization and anarchist organization, explaining 
that the latter “is the agreement of those who, having a common aim to achieve, unite under 
a common interest and divide the work as they think most appropriate to achieve that goal, 
each having a moral responsibility only to those agreements that he freely accepted, and only 
for as long as he accepts them.”39 

Organization, Malatesta argued, was imperative in order for the anarchists to undertake 
their propaganda mission—“propaganda that must lay the moral foundations for 
revolutionary action, and for the realization of our ideas.”40 Ever since the days of his 
paramount role in the Italian Federation of the International Workingmen’s Association, 
Malatesta believed that the form of organization best suited for anarchist activities was a 
national federation, and in Italy he had campaigned vigorously for its creation in 1883-1884, 
1891, and 1897. In this regard, he had achieved an appreciable measure of success with the 
formation of the Federazione Socialista-Anarchica during his clandestine sojourn in Ancona in 
1897, but his arrest and the government’s suppression of all anarchist activity after the Fatti 
di Maggio in 1898 brought his efforts to naught. Malatesta was more optimistic about the 
prospects for federating the anarchist groups in the United States because the government 
was unlikely to interfere. After Malatesta’s speaking engagement in Barre, Vermont, where 
the movement had a major following among the granite quarrymen who had previously 
worked in the marble quarries of Carrara, the local Circolo di Studi Sociali took an initial step 
toward the formation of the Federazione Socialista-Anarchica del Nord America by constituting 
a provisional correspondence commission that would establish and maintain contact with all 
groups nationwide that supported Malatesta’s program. La Questione Sociale published the 
Federazione’s “Declaration of Principles” and its “Social Pact.”41 Only a few groups declared 
their adherence to the federation during his stay, and after his departure the momentum and 
enthusiasm for the undertaking faded. The Federazione Socialista-Anarchica that he sought to 
establish in the United States never materialized. 

Malatesta’s advocacy of organization was also fundamental to his espousal of closer ties 


between anarchists and the labor movement. He had always maintained that the anarchists 
could not spur the masses toward revolutionary action unless they were active among them. 
In 1894, after the dismal failure of various attempts at insurrection, Malatesta decried the 
movement’s isolation and inertia, and issued a clarion call: “Let us go to people: that is our 
only salvation.” The solution he advanced in 1894: “Let us enter all the workers’ 
associations, establish as many as we can, weave ever larger federations, support and 
organize strikes, and spread everywhere and by every means the spirit of cooperation and 
solidarity between workers, the spirit of resistance and struggle.”42 By 1897, influenced by 
the French anarcho-syndicalists Emile Pouget, Paul Delesalle, and Fernand Pelloutier, 
Malatesta’s enthusiasm for labor unions and strikes had increased significantly, as evidenced 
by his writings in L’Agitazione.43 Two years later, writing in La Questione Sociale, Malatesta 
reaffirmed his support for strikes and labor unions, but not without indicating their 
limitations. He understood why workers would strive to achieve improvements in their 
working conditions, such as the eight-hour day, and he approved their conducting strikes to 
achieve them. The likelihood, however, that strikes would achieve permanent improvements 
in the lives of workers was limited. Nevertheless, “Whatever may be the practical results of 
the struggle for immediate gains, the greatest value lies in the struggle itself. For thereby 
workers learn to take care of their class interests ...”44 Similar limitations applied as well to 
labor unions: “They can still help to educate, to morally uplift the working classes and to 
prepare and train them for the struggle.”4s But “workers’ societies do not help emancipate the 
workers, since their slavery depends on causes that cannot be destroyed unless the whole 
social system is transformed by revolution.”4s Malatesta insisted nevertheless that the 
anarchists play a decisive role in the activities of labor unions, despite their limitations. For if 
unions were to fulfill their educational role and prepare workers for revolutionary struggle, it 
was imperative “that the most advanced, most conscious elements contribute their ideas, 
their initiative, their combativeness.” Therefore, “the first task of anarchists within workers’ 
societies is to rip the members out of their passivity, excite their initiative, and see to it that 
they live and battle with the active endeavors of all.” 47 

This was easier said than done. A comrade in Paterson brought to Malatesta’s attention 
the fact that many of the local organizzatori who belonged to unions rarely attended 
meetings. How could anarchists convince others to occupy themselves with the affairs of 
their unions if they themselves remained disinterested and failed to attend meetings, 
Malatesta asked. “Anarchists who join labor Unions, and then take no active part in their 
lives,” he chided, “do a lot of harm.” Union meetings were a logical place to “provoke a 
rebellion of consciousness and activity among all.” 4s 

While several of the major issues that he addressed in his articles for La Questione Sociale 
were of more recent origin, one that dated from the days of the First International but still 
remained central to Malatesta’s revolutionary program was anti-parliamentarism and its 
corollary, abstentionism. Only a year earlier, Malatesta had been obliged to defend the 
anarchists’ traditional position on abstentionism and anti-parliamentarism from the challenge 
represented by the revisionist views posited by the Italian movement’s most original thinker, 
Francesco Saverio Merlino.49 Undeterred by his friend’s defection and strong arguments, 
Malatesta remained faithful to his anti-parliamentarist convictions and expressed them anew 
a year later, in both writings and lectures in the United States. At its most fundamental level, 
Malatesta’s anti-parliamentarism derived from his belief that no one had the right to make 
laws for others to follow. It was dangerous and contrary to anarchist objectives if the people 
believed that changing parliamentary rulers by means of the vote could achieve progress. 
Malatesta rejected electoral politics not only as a matter of principle but on practical grounds 
as well, declaring that “electoral tactics are an obstacle to potential improvements, and 
damaging to propaganda and agitation.”50 “What reform, what act of justice has really been 


achieved through parliamentary action?,” he asked. “Which freedom has not been forcefully 
extracted? Which freedom has survived if the people were not ready to rush to arms to 
defend it?” What little good parliaments had ever done Malatesta attributed the effect of 
popular pressure, “to which the rulers concede what little they think is necessary to calm the 
people, anesthetize their energy and prevent them from demanding more.” s1 

No discussion of parliamentarism was complete, however, without criticism of the 
democratic socialists who had embraced electoral tactics. In a word, Malatesta considered 
their efforts in parliament to have been useless. Instead, “those socialists who were elected as 
deputies had instead remained among the people, to preach direct popular action, their 
action would have been more effective ...” With an obvious reference to the Socialist Party in 
Italy, Malatesta asserted that the role the socialists were now playing in parliament could be 
performed by the radicals; therefore, “there would not have been any need for them to 
transform into radicals and republicans.” And in light of recent events in Italy, Malatesta 
questioned the use of electoral tactics against a reaction that precluded them. “The truth is,” 
he maintained, “that the illusion of doing something by electoral means and of doing it 
without danger and with little effort, prevents us from finding the right methods to resist the 
reaction. 52 

Again with an eye toward Italy, Malatesta chastised those fellow anarchists “who are 
inclined to go out and vote... because ‘there is nothing better to do.’””’s3 No matter whether 
they voted for actual or protest candidates, Malatesta reminded them in no uncertain terms 
that “parliamentarianism is the big danger of tomorrow, and we must do what we can to 
prevent the fallacy from taking root that a good parliament might be possible, which would be 
just as harmful as the theory that there might be such a thing as a good king.”s4 

Observing recent trends in Europe, Malatesta was particularly concerned about the belief 
spreading among radical elements (notably democratic socialists and republicans) that their 
ultimate goals could be attained by means of voting when universal suffrage was achieved. 
Malatesta emphatically rejected the notion “universal suffrage is the legitimate source of law 
and the cure for all of society’s problems.”ss Universal (male) suffrage was practiced in 
several countries, such as France, Germany, and the United States, but nothing had changed 
—“the people remain enslaved, and the bourgeois, the ones who possess and exploit social 
wealth to the detriment of the workers, are no more inconvenienced than before.” Even the 
socialist democrats, he noted, were now joining with the democrats, believing that a popular 
government elected by means of universal suffrage would benefit everyone, a belief 
Malatesta dismissed as “the world’s grossest and stupidest illusion.” Universal suffrage would 
result inevitably in the tyranny of the majority over the minority or the minority over the 
Majority.s6 

Because of the rising faith in electoral political and universal suffrage evidenced by social 
democrats in Europe, Malatesta heightened his critique of the former with warnings as to the 
dangerous direction toward which the socialist parties were heading, that is to say, 
compromise and collaboration with the bourgeoisie and ultimate acceptance of government. 
The most threatening situation was in France, where the Dreyfus Affair had seen socialists 
and even some anarchists defend a republican government against the attacks of the anti- 
Dreyfus reactionaries.s7 Another ominous sign was the acceptance by the socialist deputy 
Alexandre Millerand of a portfolio in the bourgeois government of Pierre Waldeck-Rousseau, 
a government that included the Marquis Gaston Galliffet, the general who had massacred the 
Communards of Paris in 1871.ss Malatesta interpreted Millerand’s action as a sign of the 
reformist socialists’ desire to attract France’s petit bourgeoisie and its voting strength, a 
tendency resulting from their acceptance of electoral tactics. These developments, Malatesta 
concluded, “represents the triumph, within the socialist party, of petty bourgeoisie reformist 
inclinations over revolutionary and proletarian inclinations.” Nor did Malatesta take 


seriously the protests against Millerand’s acceptance of a portfolio by so-called orthodox 
Marxists like Jules Guesde and Paul Lafargue. As Guesde, other Marxists, and the Blanquist 
Edouard Vaillant were deputies in parliament, their true objective was the gradual conquest 
of state power—power Malatesta believed they would never relinquish.ss 

Historians can only speculate as to how great Malatesta’s influence on the Italian 
American movement might have been if he had remained in the United States for a longer 
period, and if his activities and ideas had not been ferociously opposed by Ciancabilla and 
the anti-organizzatori. Prior to Ciancabilla’s assuming the directorship of La Questione Sociale, 
the organizzatori and anti-organizzatori in Paterson and nearby cities had co-existed more or 
less peacefully despite their disagreements. Tension and hostility between them had 
increased as Ciancabilla changed the ideological orientation of La Questione Sociale, as 
evidenced by the polemical exchanges between Ciancabilla and his most outspoken critics 
Pedro Esteve and Salvatore Pallavicini.oo When the ensuing crisis resulted in Ciancabilla’s 
ouster as director of La Questione Sociale the protagonist of “libertarian individualism” did 
not accept defeat gracefully. Bristling with anger and resentment, he set out to conduct a 
personal war against Malatesta and to undermine everything he attempted to accomplish. 

Ciancabilla marshaled his anti-organizzatori supporters, and within a few weeks of 
Malatesta’s arrival tensions in Paterson, West Hoboken, and other cities close by arose to the 
point of violence. In West Hoboken, where the anti-organizzatori were well represented, 
Malatesta was discussing his program at a meeting in the Tivola and Zucca Saloon on the 
evening of September 3, 1899. A young barber and malcontent named Domenico Pazzaglia, 
enraged by what he was hearing, drew a revolver and shot Malatesta in the leg. The assailant 
was disarmed by Gaetano Bresci. Meanwhile, acting with customary logic, the police arrested 
Malatesta rather than the shooter. He refused to identify the shooter. After his release from 
police custody, Malatesta insisted that the comrades not make a fuss over the incident, 
describing it as a “slight accident.”61 Thus no account of the shooting was published in La 
Questione Sociale. Some later versions identified Ciancabilla as the shooter, but in fact he was 
not even present at the meeting.«2 

No expression of regret over the incident was forthcoming from Ciancabilla. Instead, as 
soon as he began publishing L’Aurora in West Hoboken on September 16, 1899, Ciancabilla 
launched a campaign to thwart Malatesta’s program. He reiterated his fervent opposition to 
the very principle upon which so much of Malatesta’s anarchist philosophy rested— 
organization. He declared in L’Aurora: “We are opposed to the principle of organization in 
the present society, because every organization—even if it proclaims itself anarchist—can 
only prove authoritarian ... Therefore our struggle must a constant one against the principle 
itself of organization ...”63 And while Malatesta was urging close ties between anarchists and 
the labor movement, Ciancabilla had already disparaged the very existence of trade unions, 
arguing that: “More than ever we acknowledge the need for propaganda among the masses. 
However, in order to do this, we do not deem necessary to take part in useless organizations, 
which in their structure and narrow goal are particularly anti-anarchist and authoritarian ... 
We believe that, instead of taking part in workers’ unions and similar associations, we must 
show their uselessness to the workers.” 64 

Ciancabilla’s views on organization and labor unions reflected the standard ideological 
repertoire of the anti-organizzatori, as did his narrow conception of legitimate anarchist 
activity, which automatically rejected any possible cooperation with other radical elements. 
Thus Malatesta’s plan to form a revolutionary alliance with socialists and republicans he 
rejected out of hand. In one of his lectures, Ciancabilla had already asserted that any such 
alliance was “absolutely impossible,” because the conception of revolution adhered to by 
socialists and republicans was “a thousand miles from ours.”«s Another Malatesta endeavor to 
which Ciancabilla took strenuous objection was his plan to organize an Italian anarchist 


federation. Ciancabilla predicted dire consequences should an anarchist federation ever see 
the light of day. “We ... maintain that the so-called anarchist organizations, on the contrary, 
simply coerce the anarchists’ free tendencies to struggle. Of course, such coercion has a 
stronger hold on the weaker individuals that are less capable of experiencing freedom. Those 
organizations are by no means spontaneous, but always emanate from the influence of a 
stronger, more capable, and tougher individual—or even just the craftiest—who shapes such 
bodies at will and turns them, perhaps unintentionally, into his exclusive belonging.” «6 
Anyone reading Ciancabilla’s article could hardly doubt the identity of the anarchist who 
possessed the strength, ability, and moral authority to dominate such an organization. 

Thus did Ciancabilla’s polemical broadsides against Malatesta’s ideas and agenda abandon 
the sphere of ideological debate and degenerate into personal attacks not only against 
Malatesta but Pedro Esteve as well. Unable to contain the hostility he felt for the Catalan, 
Ciancabilla published and endorsed an anonymous letter which falsely accused Esteve of 
earning more money as La Questione Sociale’s typesetter than fellow typesetters such as 
Alberto Guabello.«7 Publishing such an accusatory letter without identifying the writer or 
determining the veracity of the charges immediately exposed Ciancabilla to criticism from 
the comrades. Moreover, it was obvious to the entire anarchist community that Esteve was a 
surrogate for Malatesta, whom Ciancabilla was now attacking openly with increasing 
vituperation and malice, essentially accusing him of being a dictator.«s 

Because of Ciancabilla’s attacks, a toxic atmosphere arose in Paterson “with disastrous 
consequences for our movement,” according to Alberto Guabello, a major figure in the 
movement. He wrote in L’Era Nuova (Paterson) many years later: “It was an ugly time. Our 
camp was torn into two factions. Many friendships deteriorated and petty personal grudges 
grew bigger. Instead of competing in activity, as would have been the logical outcome of 
such a situation, we had to witness an abusing contest.”6s Ciancabilla’s misconduct toward 
Esteve prompted forty-nine comrades, including former supporters like Guabello, to submit a 
joint letter to La Questione Sociale, declaring that because of his “campaign of insults and 
slander, we believe it is necessary to set our reservations aside and say once and for all that 
for us Ciancabilla is not a comrade.”70 This condemnation did not cause Ciancabilla to desist. 
Malatesta, who had signed the denunciation but had refrained from attacking Ciancabilla on 
personal grounds until now, declared in a blistering letter written in Pittsburgh on December 
28, 1899 that he no longer considered Ciancabilla a comrade, not only because of his 
libelous accusations against Esteve, but also because of damaging information he had learned 
from comrades in Europe, which convinced him of Ciancabilla’s bad faith and deficient moral 
character. Regrettably, he was not more specific.7: Ultimately, a jury of honor was selected to 
adjudicate the conflict between Ciancabilla and Malatesta but was never convened.72 

Invited by Cuban comrades, Malatesta, in early March of 1900, spent several days 
lecturing in Havana, to the dismay of American officials who encouraged local authorities to 
thwart his activities.73 Cutting short his visit to Cuba, Malatesta returned to Paterson at the 
end of March and departed for London on April 4, 1900. La Questione Sociale expressed 
Malatesta’s sentiments and implicit sense of regret: 


He is sorry he was unable to achieve more than the smallest part of what he had proposed 
and hoped to do for propaganda in these lands; this may be due to the poverty of his abilities, 
but certainly not to any lack of good will. He hopes that the comrades will, through their 
redoubled activity, make up one thousand-fold for the feeble contribution he was able to offer 
them. 

Bidding farewell to comrades, he hopes to meet many of them again in other more 
effective battles, which perhaps are not too far away.”74 Malatesta never again set foot on 


American soil. 


For his part, Ciancabilla was obliged for financial reasons to transfer L’Aurora from West 
Hoboken to the small coal mining community of Yohoghany, Pennsylvania, in September 
1900; later in December, he moved his newspaper to the larger mining community of Spring 
Valley, Illinois. With misfortune following him everywhere, Ciancabilla was briefly 
imprisoned and driven out of Spring Valley for his defense of Czolgosz’s assassination of 
President McKinley in 1901. When L’Aurora ceased publishing at the beginning of 1902, 
Ciancabilla and his comrade Enrico Travaglio launched a new journal, La Protesta Umana, 
which they transferred from Chicago to San Francisco at the beginning of 1903, hopefully to 
find a better climate for Ciancabilla’s tuberculosis. The journal died with Ciancabilla in 
September 1904. He was only thirty-two.7s 

Some ten years later, Luigi Galleani, who was in Europe at the time of the polemic, wrote 
a harsh criticism of Ciancabilla and Malatesta: “if Errico Malatesta and Giuseppe Ciancabilla, 
instead of being dragged into the most regrettable and futile dispute by the deception of 
despicable mischief-makers, had been able—as they both actually wanted—to devote their 
entire activity to sowing the good seed in the open furrow, the Italian libertarian movement 
in the United States would perhaps be able to carry weight in the crucial moments of the 
local proletarian struggles.”75 Coming from the quintessential anti-organizzatore, who 
cooperated with no one who disagreed with him, Galleani’s criticism was very unfair to 
Malatesta, who was clearly the victim of the conflict, not the instigator. 

A far more accurate and balanced assessment was provided by Alberto Guabello, an eye- 
witness to the conflict: “If he [Malatesta] had stayed a few years he could have carried out 
an enormous work, but other commitments called him back to London, so that he left too 
soon. Malatesta’s stay in the United States was short, but nevertheless his work was great. He 
impressed clear and precise ideas in many comrades’ minds. His memory, as Gori’s memory, 
remained vivid in everyone who had the pleasure of listening to him.”77 

In the final analysis, Malatesta’s brief stay in the United States represented just one of 
many dramatic episodes in his long and tumultuous career. Much greater struggles—the Red 
Week in 1914 and the resistance to Mussolini and Fascism—still lay ahead for Malatesta, as 
he continued to distinguish himself as Italian anarchism’s greatest figure until his death in 
1932.73 And whatever the limitations of his accomplishments in the United States, in La 
Questione Sociale Malatesta bequeathed to the anarchist movement the guiding ethos that 
inspired his entire life and career and expressed his ardent hopes for the future: “the subject 
is not whether we accomplish Anarchy today, tomorrow, or within ten centuries, but that we 
walk toward Anarchy today, tomorrow, and always.”79 
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SECTION I: From Lampedusa Island to London 


Face to Face with the Coatti [by O. Morgari] « 
Translated from: “A faccia a faccia coi coatti,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 814 (March 24, 1899) 


(O. Morgari)—We step inside a tobacco shop, its counter protected by wire gauze except for a small 
window like those for railway tickets.s1 

—An ugly thing, isn’t it? the shopkeeper says to me. Once they have snatched up their 
“allowance,” all the coatti come here to “create confusion”: this one has paid, that one too, and nobody 
has paid a thing. So, it has to be one at a time and keep your hands to yourself. 

—I can see they are not regarded as saints! I remark to Malatesta. 

—He is talking about the common coatti. Of the three hundred and eighty who make up the 
Lampedusa “colony,” only eleven are political coatti; the rest are thieves, swindlers, pimps, mafiosi, 
camorristi, and the like. Such folk have no scruples when it comes to pinching a cigar. 

On the way out we bump into a big, heavily-built, red-nosed fellow with bristles on his face and 
bared chest; his clothing is filthy and one of his eyes is smeared with a poultice. 

—Yesterday, in a brawl, this guy took a stone to the face; they were all drunk, Malatesta explains 
to me. 

—With the little they make! Don’t they get ten soldi a day?s2 

—Actually less. On Lampedusa, the coatti get two loaves valued at four soldi—the finest bread on 
the island—and residents count themselves lucky if they can buy some at that price from a coatto who 
has no appetite; in addition, they get six soldi in cash, with which they make a bean stew, or buy fish 
(fish can sell for as little as three or four soldi per kilo) or even prickly pears—when they are in season, 
you can get twenty or thirty of them for five cents. Lodging is free of charge and anyone who doesn’t 
have their own is issued clothing and shoes twice a year. So there are poor wretches here who never 
had it so good back home. For certain older folk, domicilio coatto is a poorhouse, of which they are far 
from complaining. 

—But I don’t see how they can scrape the money together for wine... 

—Some get it from home, or earn it, or borrow it. In which case, they go on a binge, let me tell 
you, and it ends in brawls, stones, and stabbings. 


We stroll on through the four broad and straight streets of the village, past tiny, dazzlingly white 
houses. An infantry captain passes by. 

—The commander of the company that forms the island’s garrison, Malatesta explains. We also 
have a military police station and a squad of police officers, all at the beck and call of an official who 
takes the title of Governor of the colony. Rome can sleep easy, for we are well guarded.s3 

With every step we take we encounter coatti. An elderly man with some sort of an odd sack on his 
back walks by, singing, and is greeted by rude and insulting remarks. Almost all of them are very 
poorly dressed, with clothes torn and faces dirty. Nobody bears any trace of underwear, collars, 
neckties; some go about barefoot and look like beggars plying their trade. 


—See those two in the peaked caps, elegantly dressed, who are hailing us so courteously? 


—Are they lords of the island? 

—tThey’re two camorristi. 

—The Camorra? Even here? And this is tolerated?—I ask Malatesta, rightly taken aback. 

—Not at all tolerated; nevertheless, the Camorra, as a regular organization, only lingers on the 
islands. But while in the human sea that is the city of Naples, it can survive on scams, thievery, the 
occasional murder and the pimping of prostitutes, etc., here it has had to adopt a softer approach. 

During the night, the coatti are locked up in their dormitories; by day, there is not an islander who 
cannot recognize them at a glance and who is not on his guard against them. Which is how it happens 
that in one of the largest gatherings of thieves the world has ever seen, thievery is nearly unknown. 
Only sometimes is there a minor trial for insulting the officers. The Camorra has been forced to shrink 
its sphere of operations to the coatti alone and not even all of them, because the Northerners refuse to 
submit. Moreover, it has been forced to confine itself to only two relatively harmless practices: usury 
and gambling. 

The camorrista who has managed to amass a sum of three or four lire is dubbed a “proprietor.” Say 
there is a coatto who wants to get drunk. He is lent one lira that he will have to repay at two soldia 
day over twelve days. By the time the loan has been repaid, he will have paid twenty-four soldi, which 
amounts to an interest rate of 600 percent.s1 There are poor wretches doomed to live for weeks and 
months off just half their “allowance” so they can repay this kind of debt. 

You immediately understand that in this gathering of good folk there would not be a dog willing 
to repay a single cent, if the usurer did not feel bolstered by the name of a gang accustomed to using 
the terror of a knife or razor to get its way and which elevates the practice of mutual solidarity 
between its members to a point of honor. 

But that is not enough. Here everybody is feverishly gambling in their dormitories, at the inn or in 
the abandoned stone quarries. And the Camorra imposes a three soldi per lira tax on winners. The 
camorristi de jurnata (they work in shifts) attend gambling events and enforce this entitlement. There is 
also a camorrista di buon ordine who acts as judge in disputes and prevents abuses. Come nightfall, each 
collector faithfully delivers the takings to the society’s bookkeeper, who then adds everything up and 
distributes the money among the partners. But in such a wretched setting the profits must be slim and I 
was told that last week they made barely three cents each. They are bedbugs gnawing away at lice. 

The association has two levels: there are the camorristi in the strictest sense of the word, then 
there are the thugs or, shall we say, apprentices who do not get a share of the profits, who must serve 
the older camorristi and will be promoted only after lengthy service and deliberations at regular 
meetings. 

Occasionally, the authorities put somebody in cuffs or ship the leaders off to Gavi so as to cut the 
strings of the association. But rarely can they gather much evidence. The Neapolitan coatti find this 
institution second nature to them, venerable by tradition. If bold enough, they manage to become 
members, and if they are weak they become its victims, but rarely do they agree to “dishonor 
themselves,” as much due to superstition as fear of getting stabbed in the darkness. 


kK * 


As for us anarchists, Malatesta continued, from time to time we might be tempted to denounce them, if 
playing the spy were something for which we had a liking. Then again, Gavi is such a place of 
torment... 


—Gavi, you see, is a penal establishment outside Genoa, where coatti are sent for punishment; during 


the winter, it is freezing. You can be sentenced there to up to six months in the strictest isolation; on 
bread and water for the first sixty days and with no exercise for the first thirty. 

Sentence served, they send you back into domicilio coatto on a different island from the one you 
were on before. Upon arrival at his destination, the camorrista asserts his credentials and reenters his 
trade, while others fill the vacancy he has left behind on the other island. 


—But now we’re off to visit the dormitories, Malatesta continued, where you will be able to see the 
common coatto in all his glory. 

—Let’s go then, I replied, saddened. 

And here are the dormitories, a series of buildings lined up along a low coastline. In front, the 
earth opens into an attractive basin with rocky edges but the floor is covered in brown earth, divided 
by walls into numerous properties. In the center, four palm trees stand, straight as spindles. Here and 
there Eastern-style white huts finished with terrazzo wink at you. And the bottom of the basin is filled 
by a splendidly blue tongue of sea, while an indescribably vivid sky smiles down from above. 

We step inside the dormitory nearest to us: the ceiling is of exposed beams, the narrow and tall 
windows are fitted with bars; the floor is damp with mud. An unbearable stench takes our breath 
away. 

Pallets are lined up along the walls. They are made of an iron bed frame, four planks, a straw-dust 
mattress and a horse blanket full of holes. No sheets, no pillows; no tables, no chairs, nor furnishings of 
any sort. 

The coatti have provided their own decorations; because here and there the wall is adorned with 
religious images, and small lit altars; in one place, pornographic pictures. 

At half past five o’clock (in the winter) there is a roll-call and then everyone retires. Those who 
work can come in at 7 and only the political coatti and those who have their families with them are 
allowed to live in rented houses, where however the guards drop by at a certain hour to place them 
under lock and key. 

—wWatch but don’t say anything, I’ll fill you in later, added Malatesta quietly as we entered a 
dormitory. 

I look, but see nothing different in the coatti housed there to distinguish them from the ones I saw 
earlier, other than greater refinement in their grooming. For example, there is one fellow, with hair 
and whiskers almost white, who is combing his curls in front of a mirror. 

—It’s the dorm of the sodomites! Malatesta explained to me later. The habitual ones, of course, 
those that are noticeable. The absence of women, certain practices not uncommon in the South, night- 
time contact have brought this vice into the open in the coatti colonies. Some are said to have “lovers,” 
between whom outbreaks of jealousy and occasional stabbings are not uncommon. Certain repulsive 
old men are fought over like beautiful girls. And certain others make it their profession; there is talk of 
a going rate of two soldi, which, when you consider the slender means of the clientele, is very 
reasonable. 


80 The Italian terms domicilio coatto and coatto (plural: coatti) stand respectively for “forced residence” and 
“person under forced residence,” usually on a Mediterranean Sea island. We have generally left both 
terms untranslated. 

81 This article and the four that follow were part of a series begun on February 3, in which Oddino Morgari 
recounted a trip he made in January 1899 to the islands used to house the coatti, in his role as a 
socialist deputy. At this point in Morgari’s narrative, he has reached the island of Lampedusa, where 
Malatesta was found in domicilio coatto; Malatesta, together with other anarchists, acted as guide 
during Morgari’s visit to the island. Here we include sections of the series in which Malatesta speaks. 

82 A soldo (plural: soldi) was a traditional unit of currency that did not correspond to any actual cash. 
Twenty soldi were equivalent to one lira. 

83 There is an unspoken irony in this remark. Within a month, Malatesta will have escaped from 
Lampedusa. As Morgari himself was to tell it in “Come conobbi gli anarchici” (How I got to know the 
anarchists), in Almanacco Socialista 1934, that escape was made possible by the corruption of the 
colony’s governor. Morgari personally handed over the money during this visit. 

84 Since one lira equaled twenty soldi, a repayment of twenty-four soldi for one lira borrowed meant paying 
a twenty percent interest rate over a twelve-day period. Projecting that rate as an annual rate, that is 
to say, multiplying it by thirty, one comes up with an interest rate of six hundred per cent. For a 
similar story relating to the island of Ustica, see “Enrico Malatesta, Common Coatto” in Volume III of 
these Complete Works, p. 454. 


“Ruined by the Law” [by O. Morgari] 


Translated from “Rovinati dalla legge,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 816 (March 26, 1899) 


The crossroads are packed with coatti sunbathing and chatting in clusters, hands behind their 
backs. 

—And nobody works? I ask Malatesta. 

—Let me say that most of them would not work even if they could. They’re used to living hand to 
mouth at home, often sons of debauchery and prostitution, skinny and anemic, you often see them 
reveal profoundly degenerate characters. Quite a few are crazy or half-crazy. And here they are dealt 
the final blow that knocks them to the ground, reduced to the rank of filthy rags thrown under the 
stairs lest they stink up the apartment. 

They could busy themselves looking for dead branches, shells or by fishing. They have an entire 
island to stroll around; they have the sea to bathe in, but they have been so dehumanized that when 
their dormitories are opened in the mornings and they are free to leave, they scarcely budge, no longer 
feeling any need for air or sunlight. 


—However, Malatesta continues, you can find some here who would like to have a job, but there is no 
work. There are seven “colonies” of coatti in Italy: Ponza, Ventotene, Lipari, Ustica, Favignana, 
Pantelleria, Lampedusa; and, as you well know, these are the names of as many small islands the size 
of the palm of your hand, with an average population of two to three thousand inhabitants and devoid 
of any industry. Twenty or thirty immigrants may or may not find a way to squeeze their way into 
work: four or five hundred, you can imagine. Of the three hundred and eighty people making up the 
colony on Lampedusa, only forty have steady employment; and bear in mind the islanders are glad to 
use the coatto—as long as he is sturdy and hardworking—on account of the cheapness of his labor. 

And then it happens that the miserable free citizen, who does not have bread for his children, 
looks with envy upon the other wretch who competes with him. 

—tThat guy, because he was a thief, they give him a pension of a “guaranteed” ten soldi a day, plus 
free housing and shoes! 


As we pass a wine and food store, Malatesta tells me: 

—tThis all belongs to a former coatto, let’s go in, he wants to say hello. 

The store owner has set the table with his finest green tablecloth and arranged a line of small 
glasses filled with liquor upon it: 

—Vermouth from Turin, onorevole. We are compatriots. 

And he tells me his tale; he got caught up in “something” while still a young man without brains, 
but domicilio coatto made him come to his senses. He learned a trade, set to work, built up some 
savings and, once his sentence was over, remained on the island, married a local woman, set up his 
business and now has five children and is above reproach. 

—Good Piedmontese stock, Errico tells me after we leave. You can count them on your fingers. 


For most coatti it’s precisely the opposite. You see them arrive here handsome, intelligent, and well 
dressed. And immediately the old foxes in their dormitories surround them: forget your thoughts, join 
us for a bit of fun. And they start gambling and drinking. After two months they have used up their 
last few pennies, sold their boots and shirt and taken on the degraded, idiotic appearance you see in 
almost all of them. I need not mention the tricks they learn here, for every type of crime. Domicilio 
coatto, as even police officers, scholars, and ministers admit, is nothing but a finishing school for vice 
and crime. 


Regarding an Escape [by O. Morgari] :; 
Translated from “A proposito d’una fuga,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 860 (May 10, 1899) 


[The first part of Morgari’s article tells of his arrival on the island of Lampedusa, his visit to the cottage where 
Malatesta was living and his meeting with Malatesta and the three comrades who lived with him.] 


—Know what they’re saying around town?—Malatesta asks me once he gets back from ordering a light 
lunch for five-—That you were the one who had the steamer bear away to Cala Sabina. The captain 
hesitated. I want to go ashore here, you ordered: take me straight to Errico Malatesta. 

—What the devil! I replied. 

—tThey also say that u remedio has arrived—he went on with a smile—the cure, you understand, 
for all ills. You’ll see the procession! They’ve never seen a deputy here, not even their own, and they 
think... 

—Here we go!... I thought to myself. 

But Errico wanted to be generous, he did not insist and took me to show me around place. It was a 
real parade; the shopkeeper wanted an exemption from certain taxes; the little old lady a pension; the 
coatti wanted to go free; the merchants wanted a telegraph cable that would connect them to 
Pantelleria. 


85 The title refers to Malatesta’s escape from Lampedusa, a couple of weeks before. 


Among the Ferocious Anarchists [by O. Morgari] 


Translated from “Fra gli anarchici feroci,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 864 (May 14, 1899) 


The anarchists came with me to show me around the place. The ordinary coatti appeared to hold 
them in great esteem. A few of them called out greetings and two or three, reeking of wine, came over 
to assure me of their full devotion. 

—Come back to discuss after you have sobered up from this “binge,” Errico said softly. 

And he explained to me that “when they drink, they are all anarchists.” In the beginning he had 
hoped to be able to do something about that and had even given them a lecture. 

The comments? “Once anarchy comes, Malatesta will be king.”—These people were too degraded. 
Sympathize with them, champion them, sure, but it is a waste of time trying to make propaganda for 
them. 


The mayor received us in a luxurious parlor, treating us to little cakes and glasses of Marsala wine. As 
we took our leave, it occurred to me to praise my comrades during the visit to him: 

—No need, the mayor replied. Their actions speak for themselves. They are men of order. 

I swallowed my laughter and once outside, Malatesta, laughing, explained to me that the locals 
were impressed by their good manners, as people who did not drink, gamble, or have anything to do 
with the Camorra. 

—When we are in the streets, there’s no danger of a brawl erupting. 


Remembrances of the International [by O. Morgari] 
Translated from “Reminiscenze dell’internazionale,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 871 (May 21, 1899) 


(O. Morgari).—Where were we? Oh yes, right where Errico Malatesta had begun to tell his story. ss 

It was late at night. In the coatti’s room, down in Lampedusa, there was no sound but for the light 
snoring of three of Malatesta’s comrades. Outside the wind was whistling and the sea broke against the 
beach as if in continual harmony. 

Malatesta removed the pipe from his lips, fixed me with his piercing eyes, raised his head and 
said: 

—Here you go. 


He was born in Santa Maria di Capua. Already at thirteen years old his father would lecture him: 
—wWhat you say is right, but if you want to move up in the world keep it to yourself. 
And one time, in tears, he added that he would undoubtedly die on the gallows. 
—Maybe he just got the method wrong, I observed. He should have said shot. 
Malatesta smiled as he pulled in a mouthful of smoke. 


He had begun studying medicine at the University of Naples. That was in 1870. Giuseppe Mazzini’s 
message was spreading throughout the peninsula like molten lava. An entire party, very strong at the 
time, had taken his name and was plotting so that in Rome—the third Rome prophesied by the master 
—the red flag would soon be flying, with the motto: God and people—thought and action. 

Malatesta was therefore a Mazzinian and numbered among the A.R.U., the secret society that 
prepared soldiers and rifles.s7 

The Pavia revolt erupts.ss In Naples a riot follows to stop the departure of the troops. Errico was 
arrested, sentenced for the first time and suspended from his studies for a year, the circumstances of 
his life prevented him from ever resuming them. 

—In those days I used to patronize a café that was a meeting-place for people who liked to talk 
about the International. 


—The International! I interjected. Yes, tell me about that giant which stepped onto the stage of the old 
European world, a bogeyman to some, but to others a beautiful spirit pointing the way for the destiny 
of humanity! 

—lIt was truly grand. The “International Working Men’s Association” was born in London in 1864 
with a program mainly inspired by Karl Marx. Considering, that the emancipation of the working classes 
must be conquered by the working classes themselves... You know these things. 

But Karl Marx was forced to endure collaboration with “mutualists” and unadulterated 
corporatists, so it was only at the Brussels Congress in 1868 that the International accepted the 


collectivist program. 

In the meanwhile, it had widened the close network of its chapters to the whole of Europe, a little 
in the United States and even Japan. It was said to have two million affiliates. 

At which point Bakunin came onto the scene, bringing with him the ideas that would later be 
called anarchist. Marx resisted them fiercely. The two legends brought their fight all over Europe. The 
International split into two camps: some chapters called themselves Bakuninist, others Marxist. Out of 
these would be born the two socialist and anarchist parties. All of the ones in Spain, Italy, francophone 
Switzerland and most of the Belgians were Bakuninist. In 1872, at the congress in The Hague, the 
Marxists expelled the Bakuninists. But that struggle, together with persecution from governments 
alarmed by the outbreak of the Paris Commune, led to the demise of that mighty organization.s9 

The Marxist International disappeared in 1873. The anarchist one survived for a few years and can 
be said to have died in 1878. 

—It ceased to formally exist, but its essence remains alive, Malatesta concluded, looking at me. 


And he lit his pipe again. I followed suit, leaning an elbow on the table. The room was filing with thick 
smoke. Malatesta went on: 

—Of course I abandon Mazzinian ideas, to join the International. There are many chapters in 
Tuscany, in Romagna, and in the Marches: we establish one in Naples and that is followed by arrests 
and trials. That time, I am spared. 

But in ’73 the Cantonal rebellion blows up in Spain. Bakunin invites me to go with him. I accept; 
but while we are making the necessary preparations I get arrested and spend six months in Trani 
prison. 

—Plus two! I interjected. 

—Don’t bother counting, you'll get tired. I’ve served a total of seven years in prison. And I’m not 
dead yet, he added after a moment’s reflection. 


The light snoring from Malatesta’s three comrades was audible. The wind was whistling outside and 
the sea was crashing against the beach. 

—Go on, go on. 

—In 1874 turmoil breaks out in Italy over the cost of living. The republicans prepare an outcry. 
The internationalists decide to beat them to it. Andrea Costa organizes the troops in Bologna. 
Attempted insurrections take place in Pisa, in Rome, in Carrara, and in Florence. 

My job is to incite Puglia. I send a crate to Taranto supposedly full of “scrap metal” but which 
actually contains four hundred rifles. I arrive there and meet with the membership, I insist, I rage, and 
they respond with some yeses, some buts, and some laters. The movement was aborted. 

I forward the “scrap metal” to Molfetta and bring it by cart toward Castel del Monte, an old royal 
palace, our established meeting point. More than a hundred conspirators had promised to meet me 
there. 

I head towards the meeting point in the company of a guide, who insists I go no further: the road 
is not safe, you should absolutely not go. 

Even though I find his insistence odd, I move forward so the guide takes me through the fields. 
Remember these details well, I’ll explain them later. 

—Noted, was my response. 


At the meeting point, of the hundreds who had given their pledge, six of us are there. No matter: the 
crate is opened. God what old junk: all old front-loading rifles, piston-driven. Never mind; we arm 
ourselves and declare war on the Italian army. 

We roam the countryside for several days, trying to get the peasants involved, but without any 
resonance. On day two we have a brush with eight military police who open fire and fight thinking 
there are loads of us. Three days after we realize we are surrounded by troops. Nothing more to do. We 
bury the rifles and decide to disperse; I hide in a hay wagon and thus manage to slip out of the danger 
zone. 


—A fine escape! I remarked. 

—Not quite. A month later they arrest me in Pescara.so I spend a year in preventive detention. 
Now remember: one of my co-accused was the guide who had not wanted me to reach the meeting 
point. One day he throws his arms around my neck and begs for my forgiveness. 

—For what? I ask. 

—For not telling you the whole story back then. Some of the members, supposing that you were 
carrying funds for the troops, had arranged to murder you and were lying in wait for you on that very 
road, well-hidden by the woods. They had even dug the grave to bury you in once you were murdered. 


kK * 


Malatesta paused for a few moments in silence, then went on: 

—In the end we were tried before the Assizes of Trani. We were full of enthusiasm and faith. The 
jurors were moved, they acquitted us and once we got out they invited us to lunch. Some of them later 
set up a chapter of the International in Trani. 

Now another pause. In the solemn silence of the night all that could be heard was the light 
snoring from Malatesta’s comrades; outside the wind was whistling and the sea crashed softly on the 
beach.o1 


86 The preceding installment had ended with the scene Morgari resumes here in the following lines and with 
his request that Malatesta tell him something about his own life. 

87 A.R.U. stands for Alleanza Repubblicana Universale (Universal Republican Alliance). Actually, as Malatesta 
explained in a letter dated November 14, 1928 to Max Nettlau and one dated March 8, 1932 to Luigi 
Fabbri (see the volume in this collection containing his correspondence), his membership application 
was rejected, because his ideas foreshadowed that he would become an internationalist. 

88 On March 24, 1870, Mazzinian insurrections were attempted in Pavia and Piacenza. In Pavia there was 
an attempted mutiny in a barracks, whose organizer, twenty-one-year-old Pietro Barsanti, was later 
sentenced to death. 

89 For a more thorough analysis of the reasons behind the dissolution of the International, see “La nuova 
Internazionale dei Lavoratori” in Volume V of these Complete Works. 

90 The arrest was actually made in Pesaro, within a few days of the Castel del Monte incidents. 

91 In the next installment, dated May 26, Morgari outlined the program of the International drafted by 
Malatesta in 1884. That article was sequestered. “In view of which,” Morgari explained in the June 6 
edition, “our director sequestered the next installment himself so as to avoid an encore, and the story 
of Errico Malatesta was, of necessity, cut short.” 


A Letter from Malatesta Regarding the Arrests on 
Lampedusa 


Translated from “Una lettera di Malatesta sugli arresti di Lampedusa,” Avanti! (Rome) 3, no. 892 
(June 11, 1899) 


112 High Str. Islington, N. London 
6 June 99. 
Dear friends of Avanti!, 

I read that my comrades in Lampedusa have been the target of troubles and persecution 
because of my escape. 

Allow me to point out to the astute Italian police that I could not have had any 
accomplices among the coatti because, naturally, any such accomplices would have escaped 
with me. 

The one reliable accomplice I did have was the government which, by sending me as a 
coatto to an island inhabited by a generous and intelligent population, unwittingly 
guaranteed me the heartfelt cooperation of hundreds of citizens. 

Affectionate greetings, 
Errico Malatesta 


Our Correspondence. London Letter [by G. Lanfranchi] 


Translated from “Nostre Corrispondenze. Lettera londinese,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New 
Jersey) 5, no. 118 (July 1, 1899) 


June, 1899 


Our work, partly interrupted on the continent, by the action of governments, has been resumed in 
London with greater courage and boldness. After a period of misery and disorientation, the work of 
organizing propaganda circles has steadily resumed. One group standing out among the rest is called 
Indipendenza, and is made up almost entirely of those recently expelled from Switzerland. It includes 
comrade Pietraroja, who has been in London a long time already, and the tireless propagandist 
Calcagno, who arrived in London about two months ago, after a successful escape from Varallo Sesia, 
where he had been banished by the government of the bel paese for several years. This circle organizes 
propaganda lectures every Sunday. 

Last Sunday, June 11, comrade Errico Malatesta delivered a wonderful lecture that left a deep 
impression and will certainly linger in the minds of his listeners for a long time. 

The theme of the talk was: The duty of progressive parties in response to current conditions. Popular 
socialists talked and participated in the discussion: Tedeschi, former editor of Il Socialista newspaper in 
Lugano; Doctor Dino Rondani;»2 former Berlin correspondent of Avanti!, Piva; Professor Cumplowitz, 
Hungarian, former anarchist and now zealous advocate of Marxist doctrine; Germani, former editor of 
Neuchatel’s L’Agitatore newspaper, etc. 

It would take too much space to offer even a short summary of the wonderful lecture, which 
lasted over four hours, before a largely conscious audience, which was particularly attentive due to the 
great importance of the topics debated by Malatesta and the other speakers. 93 

Nevertheless here are a few fleeting remarks. 

The speaker, after having analyzed the current conditions of radical parties in Italy, who now find 
themselves facing identical circumstances, due to the government’s savage reaction, and the 
population’s economic circumstances reduced, by inauspicious policies, to extreme poverty, speaks at 
length of the interest all radical parties have in uniting to fight, in common accord, against the 
decrepit monarchy.» 

He highlights the advantages such an agreement might bring, in securing a more liberal regime, 
more tolerant towards libertarian propaganda. He mentions the political and economic struggle that 
must be waged: the political struggle to secure freedom, the economic struggle to obtain bread. 

He then speaks about the electoral struggle, dwelling on this issue, and with marvelous logic, clear 
words and simple sentences, develops a lengthy critique of the parliamentary struggle, drawing from 
the audience, the socialists themselves, exclamations of admiration. 

He states that inevitably, prior to attaining Anarchy it is necessary to pass through several stages; 
and our work therefore is to have increasingly more influence on social activity, against authority. 9s 

At this point we are at the climax, the culminating point of the lecture: the speaker’s words are 
vehement, and with that wonderful logic that he seems to own, he first analyzes the hydra of 
authority, examining it and parading it, item by item, before the eyes on his listeners and then he takes 
a hatchet to it, reducing it to shreds, to loud exclamations of admiration from all listeners. 

At this point the opposing argument is heard from the socialists, and after a number of responses 
from both sides, Tedeschi first, then Rondani state that they agree with Malatesta that authority has to 
go, and that for as long as it survives full socialism will not be achievable, but that it is needed, in the 
meantime, under some other form, as benevolent as possible. 

Malatesta expressed his delight at Anarchy seemingly making progress even among the socialists. 


And this keeps recurring even more frequently, as Malatesta and his opponents agree on many points. 
Of practicalities, little was said; but it is certain that agreement will soon be established. The 
ground has been prepared: and we are certain that the seed will be fruitful. 


92 Three days later, Rondani would depart for the United States, where he would take over the direction of 
the socialist newspaper II Proletario and where, as we shall see, he was to be at the center of many 
subsequent debates with Malatesta. 

93 The term “conscious” is a reference to an audience made up chiefly of activists. 

94 This theme is developed fully in the following pamphlet, Against the Monarchy. 

95 On this matter, see “Towards Anarchy,” p. 167. 


Against the Monarchy (Appeal to All Men of Progress).. 


Translated from Contro la Monarchia (Appello a tutti gli uomini di progresso) ({[London], August 1899) 
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The House of Savoy has cast aside the last remaining shreds of the mask it used to pose as 
the representative of the people’s interests and aspirations, and is brazenly, brutally riding 
roughshod over those vestiges of freedom for which our forebears paid such a high price in 
martyrs and blood-letting. 

In addition to the ghastly poverty afflicting the masses of the laboring folk, the growing 
idleness of the middle classes, the swift decline with which a nonsensical tax policy was 
damning every national pursuit, now today we have the violent eradication of any murmur 
of civil society. The arbitrariness and persecution that have been a distinguishing feature 
throughout its reign have swollen into a system of consistent, permanent tyranny reminiscent 
of the darkest days of foreign overlordship. 

What is the way out of this situation, which, if it were to last, would reduce Italy to such 
a condition of abjection as to leave her forever incapable of raising herself up by her own 
efforts to the dignity of civil life ever again? 

Any illusions about peaceful progress have by now been dispelled. 

Parliament, which, under the current constitution, is the lawful means by which that tiny 
fraction of the people with access to political life should be able to enact its wishes, has 
shown itself to be powerless to guarantee, not just the people’s interests, but even those of 
the class it represents. And it is condemned to obey the king’s wishes and those of the royal 
cabal, or be dismissed like some impudent slave. 

The most tentative, the most anodyne reforms are looked upon as subversive and their 
champions treated like malefactors. The very laws underpinning the constitution, and that 
were in any event made in the sole interests of the ruling class, are breached at will by the 
government when they do not suit enough the wishes of the reaction. With freedom of the 
press, of assembly, of association, and to strike done away with, every civil means of 
articulating one’s own opinion and asserting one’s rights has been abolished. And in the 
meantime, the country is bled dry by a tax burden out of all proportion to its resources; the 
people are starved so that police and soldiers can be maintained, in turn enriching a gang of 
latifundists and politickers and the very wellsprings of production are sucked dry by inanely 
stupid taxation arrangements.97 

Is it not time that all of us who are not complicit in or beneficiaries of the tyranny and 
who refuse to resign ourselves to the current horrible state of affairs looked into what policy 
the circumstances commend and thought about acting upon it? 

There is no need to drone on and on about the government arrangement that afflicts Italy 
and the circumstances to which she has been reduced. 

Oppressive taxes, a customs arrangement designed to favor certain classes of privileged 
persons without a care for the damage caused to the mass of the citizenry and to the nation’s 
output; pointless public works schemes carried out simply to line the pockets of contractors 
or favor the electoral interests of members of parliament in the pocket of the government, 
whilst, elsewhere, ventures of greater significance to public wealth and health are neglected; 
armaments on a colossal scale, pompous politics, alliances running counter to the nation’s 
sympathies and interests but imposed by the interests of the dynasty... and all of it out of 
control, with no sense of proportion or thought for the future. 

Outcome: record-breaking criminality and illiteracy; record-breaking emigration due to 
poverty; lower wages and higher prices for life’s basic essentials than in any civilized 
country; rickety production and trade; land badly farmed or simply left fallow; three in every 
four towns without drinkable water, without sewerage, without schools; unemployment; 
hunger—hunger in a land where the soil is among the most fertile in the world and in a 
people renowned for their capacity to work and, alas, for the paucity of their needs! 

And if Italy could be reduced to this when the people still had some measure of control 
left, what is to become of her now that the government acknowledges no restraints anymore? 


To be sure, the government’s self-interest and that of the class that depends on the 
government ought to pause on a slippery slope at the foot of which universal ruination may 
wait. But it is a general feature of ruling classes that they stick to the wrong course all the 
more obstinately when threatened with ruination—and the Italian government is certainly 
showing no sign of wishing to be an exception to the rule. Besides, there is no denying that 
the Italian monarchy is by now so committed to the path of reaction that it could not turn 
back without hastening its own downfall; and it would not be reasonable to wait for it to be 
willing to commit deliberate suicide or perish before it has turned to extreme defensive 
measures. 

Highs and lows in the reaction may well be still possible; maybe awareness of the danger 
and the House of Savoy’s traditional wiliness will prompt it to try to throw dust in the 
people’s eyes one more time; but the fact is that the monarchy now has only the saber to rely 
upon and ultimately it will entrust its protection, and that of the class that has stood by it, to 
the saber. 

The thing is therefore to fight force with force; once again a popular insurrection looms as 
the means required to topple the tyranny. 

But rising up is not enough; one must also win. 

The kingdom’s history is awash with popular revolts. Right from the start of the reign, 
from when the people, called upon to back the national movement in the name of freedom 
and the commonwealth, watched as the revolution was exploited by a pack of greedy 
speculators and as their conditions were made even worse than before, countless revolts have 
signaled their unhappiness and conviction that there was nothing to be hoped for, except 
from violence. But those revolts have been almost always small, sparked by poverty and the 
bullying of a local, government-backed camorra, and not out for radical, thoroughgoing 
changes. They have been easily crushed, with no discernible impact other than slaughter and 
ferocious persecution mounted by the authorities. And even when broader and more 
enlightened upheavals have shaken the country, the absence of preparations, agreement, and 
a specified target have ensured that the government has easily stemmed them and exploited 
them as the pretext for fiercer reaction. 

So, if there is the will to win, rather than face periodical and pointless slaughter, we must 
lay preparations appropriate for the force we are going to have to confront. 


kK * 


In Italy, as everywhere else, there are several parties that, while all honestly desirous of the 
general good, differ radically from one another both about the chief causes of society’s woes 
and about the remedies that might end them. 

Some are believers in the inviolability of lawfully acquired private property, and in the 
intrinsic fairness of profit and interest and these contend that democratic institutions that 
afford everyone access to property by means of work and economies are possible and 
desirable; whereas others see private ownership of the land and the means of production as 
the primary cause of all injustice and wretchedness. 

Some believe that, with the monarchy abolished, we should look for society to be 
changed by laws passed by the representatives of the people, elected by universal suffrage; 
whereas others hold that any government is of necessity an instrument of oppression in the 
hands of some privileged class, and these want to see the arrangement of society be the 
direct handiwork of the freely associated workers. 

Some believe in a harmony of interests between property owners and proletarians, 
whereas others are convinced that there is an irreconcilable antagonism between the two 


classes and thus that the propertied class must, of necessity, disappear, as all of its members 
are absorbed into the class of useful workers. And so on. 

We need not enter here into which of the various contenders may be right, nor side with 
any given view. What we do wish to establish here is that everybody suffers from lack of 
freedom, that they all have a common foe in the Monarchy, and that as none of the parties 
are strong enough to overthrow it by themselves, there is a shared interest in joining forces 
in order to rid ourselves of this obstacle in the way of any progress and every improvement. 

Not that we mean to suggest that the various parties abjure their own ideas, their own 
hopes, their own autonomous organization and amalgamate into one; and if we were to 
suggest any such thing we should most certainly go unheeded since the differences that 
divide them, one from another, are too serious and too fundamental. 

Those who believe in the legitimacy of private ownership, and contend that the 
establishment of a government is useful and necessary could certainly not countenance 
expropriation and anarchy. Conversely, the opponents of property and governmentalism 
would refuse to recognize the acquired rights of owners and defer of their own free will to 
some new government. 

Let each of them therefore remain who they are and let them get on with propaganda on 
behalf of their own ideas and their own side. But, no matter how great they may be, the 
differences separating the various parties should not stop them from coming together for a 
specific purpose, whenever there really is some interest they all share in common. 

And what more pressing interest could there be than winning the essential conditions of 
freedom without which the people slide into brutishness and become incapable of reacting 
and where the parties have no means of spreading their ideas? 

In face of the brutality of certain situations, all discussion is of necessity cut short: what is 
needed is action. 

When a man falls into the water and is drowning, one does not stand around debating 
why he fell in and what needs to be done to prevent him from falling in again; what matters 
is getting him out of the water and preventing his death. 

When a country is invaded by some savage horde that mistreats, pillages, and massacres 
the inhabitants, the priority above all else is to drive the invader out of the country, no 
matter the scale of the grievance that one part of the population may have against the other 
part or how different the interests of the various classes and the aspirations of the various 
parties may be. 

This is the sort of situation in which Italy finds herself today: that of a country under 
military occupation, where, save for the camorra surrounding the government and supporting 
it as the spring of its life, all of the inhabitants, no matter to which class they may belong, 
are threatened and aggrieved in their property and in their freedom and subject to the most 
unbearable soldierly arrogance. 

What party, being in no position to slay the enemy on its own, would doom itself and the 
entire people to the indefinite continuation of its current slavishness, rather than join with 
the other parties opposed to the monarchy and seek, through union, the power to win? 

Besides, even if, due to some inexcusable sectarianism that would ultimately show its lack 
of confidence in the validity and practicability of its own program, one of them was to opt 
instead to let the status quo continue, rather than act in concert with the other parties, 
necessity would anyway impose union on anyone not content to remain a passive onlooker, 
and thus effectively let down his own ideas and his own party. 

Given the circumstances in Italy and of her government, the fact is that, sooner or later, a 
fresh eruption of the people’s wrath is on its way and it will be drowned in blood if, yet 
again, it has nothing but stones with which to answer rifles and cannons. The subversive 
parties, if they have learned anything at all from past experience and have some sense of 


their duty and their own interest, will throw themselves into the fray and afford the people 
the aid of resources and plans readied in advance. So, if the various revolutionary parties 
participate in the struggle and there is no one able, even if he could, to prevent others from 
helping and thus deny them whatever morsel of influence over the future course of the 
revolution will accrue to them from the part they played in the victory, would it not be a 
very grave mistake for each of them to act on their own without any agreement, and run the 
risk of thwarting each other, with the advantage going to the common enemy? Instead, 
should they not try, through concerted action, to ensure the sort of material victory that is 
the essential precondition for any transformation of the established order? 

Afterwards, if everybody respects freedom, as they say they do, and affords anyone else 
the right and the means to spread and try out their own ideas, freedom will bring forth that 
which it can, and those methods and institutions that best cater for the material and moral 
conditions of the moment will carry the day. Otherwise, the downfall of the monarchy will 
still mean that the worst of our enemies has been dealt with—and the fighting will start all 
over, but in more humane and more civilized circumstances. 


We are dealing here with a material issue that will prevail with all brute force over the 
economic and moral problems by which the country is exercised. 

The government has its soldiers, cannons, rapid means of communication, and transport; 
it has a whole mighty organization ready for the task of repression; and it has demonstrated 
the extent to which it is ready and willing to deploy it. 

The government has not hesitated to massacre citizens by the hundreds just to snuff out 
some agitation that came down to harmless demonstrations and minor disturbances easily 
assuaged by abolition of some levy or some other anodyne concessions.»s What might the 
uniformed beasts in the king’s service not be capable of, if they were threatened by some 
grave danger? 

A city that rises up, in the hope that others might respond to its example, would probably 
be reduced to rubble before the news could reach the outside world. A populace out to make 
a vigorous display of its own unhappiness, but lacking appropriate weaponry, would be 
drowned in blood before its rebellion could get off the ground. 

We must therefore strike with consensus, with force, and with determination. Before the 
authorities can recover from their surprise, the people, or—to be more accurate—groups 
previously organized for action, will need to have seized as many army and government 
leaders as possible. Each rebel group, each unruly mob needs to have a sense that it is not on 
its own, so that, encouraged by the hope for victory, it sticks with the struggle and pursues it 
to the bitter end. Soldiers need to realize that they are confronted by a genuine revolution 
and to feel the temptation to desert and fraternize with the people, before the intoxication of 
bloodletting turns them into savages. Useful intelligence needs to be spread at speed and 
troop movements obstructed by every possible means. The troops must be attracted away 
from the places targeted for action by means of diversionary maneuvers, and rapid-fire rifles 
and cannons must be answered with bombs, mines, and arson. In short, there must be an 
appropriate response to the enemy’s weapons of war, to a determined crackdown that will 
stop at nothing. A response must be made in the shape of action even more determined. This 
is war and so everything commended by the science of warfare but applied to the conditions 
of a risen people that has to face regulars equipped with the most up to date weaponry must 
be pressed into service. 

But none of this can be improvised at a moment’s notice: experience should have proved 


that to everybody. At the moment of truth, arms are in short supply unless they have been 
prepared in advance and unless the means of seizing them by force and by surprise have 
been looked into. Agreement on the allocation of roles in the erection of barricades, the 
bringing of fire-power to bear wherever required, and implementation of some battle-plan— 
these cannot be done at the drop of a hat, once the fighting is already under way. 
Synchronization of insurrections in various places or at least such a swift spread of the 
conflagration as to prevent the government from marshaling its troops and snuffing out the 
various insurgent centers one at a time—this is not achievable unless the action groups have 
agreed beforehand to liaise with one another. 

We invite all the enemies of the monarchy who are seriously determined to end it to 
engage with this work of practical preparation. 

Let men of good will seek one another out and liaise in the preparation of the 
insurrection. Their several initiatives will meet and federate with one another, thereby 
accumulating the strength required to steer the next popular uprising to victory. 

The not so distant future will tell if we were mistaken in counting upon the Italian 
people’s revolutionary energies. 


August, 1899. 


96 This work was published as an anonymous pamphlet, presumably during Malatesta’s short stay in London 
between his escape from Lampedusa Island at the end of April 1899 and his departure for America in 
early August. The pamphlet’s cover bore the false title Aritmetica Elementale, in order to ease its 
circulation by deflecting police attention. An abridged version of this work, containing only the last 
two of its three parts, was published in La Questione Sociale of September 23, no. 3 of the new series 
edited by Malatesta. We have used this last version to silently correct various typos in the original 
version. However, for all remaining differences between the two versions, we have stuck to the 
original one. 

97 In order to reach as wide an audience as possible, the argument is framed in terms of “national” interests 
rather than “class” interests. 

98 The reference is to the bread riots that spread throughout Italy in 1898. They peaked with the Milan riots 
of May 6-9, in which hundreds of demonstrators were killed by the soldiers of General Bava-Beccaris. 


SECTION II: On the Other Side of the Atlantic 


The Anarchist Gospel Explained by Enrico Malatesta 


Translated from “Il verbo anarchico spiegato da Enrico Malatesta,” Il Progresso Italo-Americano (New 
York) 20, no. 198 (August 20, 1899) 


In a lecture given in Paterson, N.J., renowned anarchist agitator Signor Enrico Malatesta explained 
anarchist theory, as he understands it. A friend has taken the trouble—for which we are sincerely 
thankful—to send us a brief summary of the lecture, that we are happy to publish, taking into account 
that the learned lecturer, and the gracious rapporteur, are responsible for the opinions expressed in the 
following. 


Paterson, N.J. August 17, ’99. 

On Wednesday evening the renowned anarchist Enrico Malatesta held his first anarchist propaganda 
lecture at the Teatro Sociale hall in Paterson.s7 There was a huge crowd, even some from New York 
and other surrounding areas. 

Malatesta very effectively expounded upon the topic “The anarchists and the current situation in 
Europe.” 

First he explained who are these feared anarchists banished by concerned governments. The 
anarchists, he said, are people who find that there is poverty in this world because there are too many 
products; there are those who are hungry because there is too much food, those who have no clothes 
because there are too many garments; those who lack housing and shelter because there are too many 
houses. 

The anarchists find that this is happening because there is a very large class who does all the work 
and produces everything, and a tiny class that does not work and yet consumes everything, and when 
they cannot manage to consume everything they prefer to squander it, rather than share it with those 
who go without. 

The anarchists opposeico how stupid and nonsensical this situation is, because even if there was a 
scarcity of products, logic would dictate that those who consume them should be those who produce 
them, and not those who have done nothing. Consequently anarchists seek to build a society in which 
the interested parties, which is to say the entire population, organize themselves to produce, consume, 
and expand their physical and intellectual abilities, yet happy finally. 

As to the situation in Europe, and particularly in Italy, Malatesta demonstrated how it is no longer 
an issue of class struggle against the bourgeoisie, like the old socialist schools would have us believe. It 
involves a resurgence of Medieval relics, such as militarism, clericalism, and imperialism, which 
champion the interests of their caste even at the expense of bourgeois interests. 

In this struggle we must take whichever position seems most useful, ally ourselves with the most 
progressive factions, and enter into alliances in Italy with republicans and socialists, if today— 
although there is every reason to doubt this—they have revolutionary intentions to drive out the 
monarchy with bullets. However we must not follow them. We must remain distinct, separate, at the 
forefront, without commitments, and not establish a republic, which is to say another government, but 
take advantage of this situation to tear down every form of government, old and new, and prevent 
them from being formed. 

These intentions of the anarchists gave rise to a lively debate with the socialist republicans, who 
believe it is more useful to help with the establishment and development of a bourgeois republic, so 
that tomorrow they will be better able to fight for socialism, as they say. But Malatesta debunked these 


illusions and these fallacies, showing, through tight and splendid logic, how socialism can only come 
to pass when, in addition to private property, every form of government and authority is dismantled. 

Malatesta will be in New York this coming Saturday and Sunday, and perhaps will give a lecture. 
He will deliver a series of anarchist lectures in Italian, French, English, and Spanish in as many 
locations in the United States as he can. 


99 August 16. 
100 The word used here (contrastano) may have been used deliberately or it might be a misprint for 
constatano (meaning “observe”). 


Signor Malatesta Explains 


Translated from “Il signor Malatesta si spiega,” Il Progresso Italo-Americano (New York) 20, no. 200 
(August 23, 1899) 


Signor E. Malatesta wishes to amend certain views, not reflective of his thinking, carried in the 
report sent to us by third parties on the talk he gave on the evening of the 16th inst., in 
Paterson, N.J. 

To which end he has sent us this letter in which he asks that we accommodate him, which 
we are happy to do as follows. 


750 Clay St., Paterson, 20/8 ’99101 
Dear Editor-in-chief, 

I read in your issue of today’s date that I am supposed to have stated in Paterson that 
“henceforth it is no longer a matter of class struggle against the bourgeoisie as the older 
socialist schools wished us to believe.” 

Since this does not accurately reflect my thinking, allow me to reiterate for your readers 
what I actually did say. 

As I see it, it is not the case that the bourgeoisie forms a single body in the struggle 
against the proletariat and that government, army, bench, church, etc. have no reason to 
exist other than the protection of bourgeois interests, just as the various schools of socialism 
believed once upon a time. 

The current position in Europe is there as evidence, even for the most pig-headed, that 
the bourgeoisie is split into a number of factions competing among themselves, and that the 
various political, court, military, religious institutions, etc., not only champion the 
bourgeoisie against the proletariat, but indeed have interests of their own, which they 
protect even at the expense of placing bourgeois interests in jeopardy. 

This situation represents a benefit and a danger as far as the laboring population is 
concerned; a benefit insofar as the enemy is divided; a danger in that it might lead the 
workers to forget that “all” bourgeois are its enemies. 

So we anarchist socialists should cash in on the divisions within the enemy camp; and, if 
it can be done to some purpose, ally ourselves with this or that bourgeois faction in order to 
rid ourselves of the most immediate obstacles such as, in Italy, the monarchy; but we must 
always remain what we are, namely, implacable enemies of capitalism and authoritarianism, 
and, insofar as we have it in us so to do, prevent the workers from being used yet again as a 
footstool for new rulers and new exploiters. 

The point is not to give up on the class struggle but rather to prevent the workers from 
straying from the Polar Star of class struggle in the complex struggles at the present hour and 
in the near future. 

The debate centers on a de facto matter, to wit, the influence, exclusive or otherwise, of 
the class struggle in a wide variety of historical events. But all socialists, of no matter what 
school of thought, are—or ought to be—in agreement on the necessity of the proletariat’s 
always being guided by the interests of the working class; given that, as far socialists are 
concerned, there is no equitable solution to the social question other than the destruction of 
all parasitical classes through the eradication of private ownership and the conversion of all 
able-bodied men into useful workers. 

In the hope that you will be willing to publish these few lines for the sake of the truth, 


thanking you in anticipation. 


Yours 
ENRICO MALATESTA 


101 The address provided by Malatesta is that of Pedro Esteve and his wife Maria Roda, with whom he was 
staying. Esteve was the Spanish anarchist with whom Malatesta had toured Spain in 1891. Esteve had 
since emigrated to America. 


Malatesta Lectures 


Translated from “Conferenze Malatesta,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, no. 126 
(August 26, 1899) 


It would be a difficult task to set out to summarize even in broad terms, in a normal report the lecture 
by comrade Malatesta delivered here in Paterson last Wednesday, as dense in ideas and concepts as it 
was.102 Therefore we will omit or merely mention many parts of it, striving instead to bring out what 
seemed to us most important and most interesting. 

After having explained who the anarchists are, what they want and by which methods they want 
it, Malatesta immediately moved on to the chief topic of the lecture, which was an explanation of what 
position the anarchists should take in response to the situation in Europe, and especially in Italy. 

An old sociological notion, he said, made us believe that the institutions of the State, the army, 
the judiciary, etc., had no other function than to defend private property, the bourgeoisie. Therefore 
the state of the struggle was clear cut: on one side is the owner as such, in other words the possessor of 
the tools for work, of the land, and the holder of the capital; and on the other side is the worker with 
zero privilege at the mercy of the former. But now this illusion has subsided. It was, nonetheless, a 
helpful illusion, as it created the great idea of socialism that, with its notion of abolishing private 
property and putting it into common ownership, indicates the sole resolution of the conflict. 

But then we were left shocked when we saw other factors in the struggle that we thought had 
disappeared reemerge from the shadows of the Middle Ages; when we saw that, contrary to Marx’s 
claims, the government does not only represent the interests of the bourgeois class, but often sides 
against them in order to give preference to dynastic, militarist, and other interests, which is to say, to 
the interests of a special caste. So the political struggle again comes to the fore, as an exclusively 
economic struggle is no longer enough. 

Here Malatesta outlined the current situation in Europe, and especially in France, Spain, and Italy 
where these caste interests have reemerged more than ever, and are at odds with the same bourgeois 
interests. He therefore stated his belief that it is a serious mistake to think that we ought to refrain 
from all action, when our enemies are fighting among themselves. We must, while always aiming to 
fight for the complete emancipation of the masses of workers, take advantage of the situation, and 
since the enemies are divided, we can temporarily join with one or the other of them to demolish 
whichever is the most problematic. 

Thus faced with the monarchy in Italy we see that there are some parties that have their own 
interests in destroying it. So we can unite with them in this demolition work, not because that 
monarchy is worse than any other monarchy or the very republic, but because it exists, it is an obstacle 
to the realization of our ideas: therefore let us go after it to take a step forward. 

Let it be an alliance in the field of action, of gunfire, though; and let us remain ourselves, with our 
whole program, without compromise and without commitments, and determined to continue the 
struggle even when the others want to rest, to reach our ultimate goal, which is anarchy. And the more 
we stand firm in our determination to reach it the quicker we will get there. 

What will happen tomorrow if a revolution breaks out in Italy? If we join in, perhaps we will not 
achieve anarchy, but we may be able to prevent or hinder the formation of a new government by all 
means: refusing to comply with the draft, to pay taxes and landlords, causing strikes, inciting workers 
to drive their masters from the factories and the peasants to bring home the grain and every harvest 
from the field, instead of giving it to their masters. We will ultimately continue, by all means and with 
greater enthusiasm and activity than at present, the struggle, because now we are dealing with an 
established, and relatively robust, government, and tomorrow we will instead face a weaker 
government, because it will not yet have been established. 

Therefore an alliance yes, with the socialists and with the republicans if they seriously mean to 
take up arms and make a revolution, which seems increasingly doubtful; but an alliance without 
commitments, not for the republic, because entering into a commitment with republicans to 
consolidate their power means betraying the people’s cause. Making revolution for the republic would 
perhaps be worse, because it would eliminate every source of conflict—so useful to us—among 
bourgeois interests, as is the case now; therefore we do not recognize monarchy, nor republic, and we 
will strive to prevent one from being built on the ruins of the other, because it is certain that for 


people needing bread and freedom, even under a republican regime there will be the same firing 
squads whose volleys recently echoed through the streets of Milan. 103 

And Malatesta concludes with a warning that when anarchists speak of their own interests, they 
mean the people’s interests, since anarchists, who ask nothing for themselves, neither appointments, 
nor privileges, nor authority, are the only party to pursue and genuinely care for the interests of the 
people, from whom they ask for nothing more than to go with them on the barricades and die for the 
people’s cause, unlike socialists and republicans who wish to gain power, and as long as they achieve 
that, even if poverty and authority continue to prevail, they will still have won their battle. 

This lecture, of which we have only provided a feeble summary here, inasmuch as it involves a 
tight chain of arguments, should be reprinted verbatim to give a precise and complete picture. A 
lengthy discussion followed, or rather a polite contradictory duel between Doctor Rondani, a socialist, 
and comrade Malatesta. 

Essentially Rondani, who stated that he accepted as an accurate factual description the portrait 
that Malatesta had painted of the European situation, reduces the revolutionary question pressing upon 
Italy to a republican question. He argues that the support socialists and anarchists should give the 
republicans must be intelligent, not chaotic, which for him means that they must support, aide, and 
promote the establishment of a republic, obtain guarantees of freedom from it, and then also defend 
the republic against maneuvers by the defeated monarchy who will resume the fight, as the French 
socialists are now doing, who defend the republic from assaults by monarchists, even 30 years after the 
republic was established. After which... everybody will return to their battle stations. 

Rondani therefore denies that socialists want to establish a new authoritarian State, but he insists 
that once the bourgeoisie has been expropriated, government too will vanish. Parliaments are merely 
transitional conventions for lawmaking, which too must disappear. He then invokes the anarchists for 
the truce of God in their fight against the socialists, in order to combine common forces to make the 
republic, which will bring schooling for all, the nazione armata, and... universal suffrage, thereby being 
worthy of the cause of civilization. 104 

Malatesta counters Rondani’s arguments with an effective and lively rebuttal. To begin with, 
anarchists have no intention of following behind the socialists and republicans. It is only a question of 
entering the garden of desires, and all three together slaughtering the beast defending the entrance. 
What will the anarchists do after that? This does not concern the socialists, nor the republicans, but 
only the public. If the circumstances allow, we will take possession of the land, machinery, the 
instruments of labor, the products; if we can, we will gun down anybody who attempts to govern us, 
and we will burn the Montecitorio, if it is still used to house lawmakers, which is to say the people’s 
masters.105 

We have had our fill of the guarantees promised by governments! If the people are strong, they 
will obtain the guarantees by themselves and the government will yield. If the people are weak, with 
all the guarantees and laws in the world, they will have handcuffs, bullets, and forced residence. 

Returning to the concept of State socialism advocated by today’s so-called socialists, he insists: 
and responds to Rondani that even if the conservatives have observed the same thing as the anarchists, 
is that a surprise? Conservatives are often intelligent people and, if they say some truth, their opinions 
should be considered. 

He then recalls the resolution passed at the London Congress, which Rondani would rather deny, 
but which Malatesta reads aloud from the official text, which... contradicts Rondani. (See the article 
“Observations” below).106 

What Rondani says is true, that once private property has been eliminated, tyranny will also cease 
to exist, but precisely for this reason he does not believe Rondani is a socialist, because a socialist 
cannot conceive of the abolition of property without the joint abolition of the government and the 
State, what instead the supposed democratic-socialists wish to preserve. 

Moreover, now we see them in France defending, through electoral opportunism, small property 
owners, contrary to the theories of Marx and Engels. Now we see them like Millerand, rising to 


bourgeois power, as a shoe-shine boy to the butcher Galliffet. 

Drawing to a close, Malatesta laments that the popular parties, now that the government of the 
sword has treaded over everything, laws, statutes, freedom, squander all of their activity into political 
and administrative elections, sedating the true revolutionary energies of the people. So, to be clear: yes 
to an alliance, but not one for holding elections, but one for bullets; an alliance with revolutionaries, 
but not with the soporifics; yes to a truce, but not a naive one to play into your hands, but only an 
agreement: that you cease your talk of elections and speak only of revolution. 

Rondani naturally protests, and argues that anti-monarchy electoral gymnastics is educational, 
and not soporific work; he wants to vindicate the many voters who lost bread and freedom to cast their 
votes and carry out anti-government propaganda... Malatesta interrupts him: We have nothing against 
them, but against those who exploit them by getting them to cast votes so that they can be elected. 

And so Rondani remains a parliamentarian, convinced that he is doing courageous work, and he 
gives assurances that he will defend suffrage even under a monarchical regime; and repeats that he 
hopes for great things from the republic. 

Esteve rightly points out that even if they wanted to, logically speaking, the socialists and 
republicans cannot offer any guarantees, because by claiming to be the people’s governments, they 
must leave it up to the people to determine how they wish to be governed, under which laws, etc. 
How, therefore, can they speculate now as to their future conduct? 

After a few more remarks from Malatesta who explains to Rondani, who does not wish to 
understand it, the text of the London resolution, the packed gathering begins to break up at a late 
hour, leaving everyone with an appreciative feeling and the desire to hold such events more often. 107 


102 This refers to the same talk given on August 16, as reported in Il Progresso Italo-Americano. 

103 See note 19. 

104 Nazione armata (armed nation) was the model of army that progressive parties advocated, in contrast to 
the model of a permanent army at the service of the king. It was based on military education to be 
given to all citizens since school, rather than on long periods of military service. 

105 Palazzo Montecitorio was the seat of the Italian Chamber of Deputies in Rome. 

106 The international socialist and labor congress in London, in which Malatesta took part and from where 
he sent correspondence to L’Italia del Popolo (see Volume II of these Complete Works) took place 
between July 27 and August 1, 1896 and was the arena for a protracted procedural dispute over 
exclusion of the anarchists. The aforementioned article, originally titled “Constatazioni,” reports the 
official text of the congress’s resolution on political action, which reads as follows: “This Congress 
understands political action as the organized struggle in all forms for the conquest of political power 
and its use nationally and locally in legislation and administration by the working class on behalf of 
their emancipation.” On the congress, see also “The 1900 Socialist Congresses in Paris,” p. 204. 

107 The New York socialist newspaper II Proletario also carried a short report on this same talk in its August 
19 edition, mainly summarizing Rondani’s contribution: “Rondani insisted upon correcting 
Malatesta’s error that the socialists were out to conquer power. No, as the London Congress 
reiterated, the aim of the socialists was to turn private property into collective property.” For 
Rondani, political action was only a means leading to that end and as such had to come before it. 
“Regarding the current situation in Italy,” Il Proletario added, “Malatesta acknowledged that today he 
is less inclined to follow the socialists into concerted action with all Italians opposed to the Savoy 
monarchy.” 


New Rival for John Most 
New York Press (New York), August 28, 1899 
Malatesta Comes to This Country to Preach Anarchy. 


John Most, the anarchist, would better look to his laurels. A rival is in the field in the person of Errico 
Malatesta, also an anarchist, who arrived here a few days ago to preach the gospel of the social 
revolution. 

Malatesta can speak several languages, and boasts that he has been in prison at least once for 
anarchist utterances. He addressed about 200 Italians yesterday in Teutonia Hall, at Third avenue and 
Sixteenth street, and was received with enthusiasm. Malatesta said that the workingmen of Spain and 
Italy were preparing for revolution. 

“They will soon rise in their might and sweep all before them,” he continued. “I believe in the 
economic movement and in strikes. Strikes lead to revolution. I am against all political action, for it 
keeps up the old order of things. I would have the workingmen keep away from the polls and refrain 
from voting or taking part in politics. We don’t want to do anything that will keep back the social 
revolution. Let it come.” 

Malatesta said he was going to establish anarchist “groups” in and around New York. He will try 
to bring about a community of feeling between the “Reds” of all nationalities who live here. 

His friends say he will hustle about in a way that will make John Most feel sick. 


Malatesta, Anarchist. A Talk with the Italian Outlaw 
Who Is Here [by Abraham Cahan] us 


The Commercial Advertiser (New York), September 1, 1899 


To Spend the Rest of His Life in This Country—His View of Conditions in Italy, of 
Anarchy, of Popular Government, of Strikes, of Violence in General—Hear Him 
Now, for He Soon Will Be as Obscure as Most et al. 


Errico Malatesta, the noted Italian anarchist, who arrived in this country a few days ago, is living with 
friends in Paterson, N.J. The house is crowded every evening with Spanish, French and Italian 
anarchists, who come there to pay their respects to the great man and listen with religious attention to 
the expression of his views. 

Errico Malatesta is a man of about fifty years of age, his once robust body bears the marks of his 
prolonged and repeated residences in Italian jails. He is the descendant of an old Italian family and is 
highly educated. He speaks four languages fluently and has been a frequent contributor to Italian, 
French and Spanish magazines dealing with economic subjects. He was elected a member of the Italian 
parliament five years ago and took his seat as an outspoken anarchist. He played, during the bread 
riots in his land, a part so prominent that he was sentenced (without trial, he says) to four years’ exile 
in the penal colony of the Isla Salvadore, on the African coast. Because of his failing health he was 
pardoned a few months ago, and has now come to the United States to propagate his ideas. 109 

“The conditions of the people in Italy are in such a terrible state,” said he to a reporter, “that one 
must have lived there in order to believe such misery possible. In spite of the fact that Italy has the 
forms of representative government every Italian is practically at the mercy of the officials. The 
constitution guarantees trial by jury in the French sense of the word, but this guarantee amounts to 
nothing. Years ago Crispi, then in the height of power, “jammed through” (as you say) parliament a 
little insignificant looking law, which introduced into Italy the Russian method of administrative 
dealing with political offenders. It was maintained in the beginning that this law was intended 
expressly for the repression of the anarchists, but later it was extended to include the socialists also, 
and to-day it is not rare that the government invokes these paragraphs whenever it finds it expedient 
to rid itself of some opponent. This state of affairs alone would, perhaps, be sufficient to drive an 
English population to open revolt, but the Italian does not feel so greatly oppressed by it. The him the 
enormous burden of taxes is the one thing he will not submit to. 

“And do you wonder that this is so, when I tell you that human ingenuity has been exerted to the 
utmost to increase the number of taxes and to take more and more from the poor laborer in the name 
of the state? The immense army and the costly navy which Italy has to maintain for the sake of the 
triple alliance have brought about a condition where fully two-thirds of the earnings of every Italian 
are taken by the tax collector. The rich, and Italy has her share of very rich people just as much as you 
have here, evade payment of taxes by various loopholes and subterfuges, but the poor have to pay 
them. Everything you can conceive of is taxed. The government has a monopoly on salt, which it sells 
at exorbitant prices to the poor, and they have the mill tax, the most oppressive tax ever invented. 
Think of it, every time the poor man brings his wheat or corn to the mill he has to pay to the 
government about 10 per cent of its value for the privilege of transforming his wheat into flour. This is 
the monument Crispi erected for himself. Then there is the compulsory military service, which takes 
the young man from his work for three years—is there in all this no reason for a revolt? 

“And once in a while the Italians do revolt. An especially obnoxious prime minister is killed or 


they rise in their hunger and help themselves to food from the stores. Then, of course, the government 
sends its soldiers, and the killing is done legally and is applauded by every ‘upholder of law and order.’ 

“How did I come to be an anarchist? I have studied the social question for a number of years. I 
had firmly believed that popular government was the salvation of the race. I learned that parliament is 
a sham in Italy and I went to England and to the United States to study the workings of popular 
government in its highest developments, and in both countries I saw that misery is ever on the 
increase. Then I became convinced that nothing short of a complete revolution would be of any avail.” 

Malatesta became here very enthusiastic, and he left no doubts as to where he stands in regard to 
violence. 

“Much has been said about we anarchists being bomb-throwers, assassins, cutthroats and so on. In 
a sense these accusations are true. I, personally (and no real anarchist can speak for anyone but 
himself), regret very much that deeds of violence are committed from time to time. But it seems to me 
that in the natural order of evolution human violence has as much place as has the eruption of the 
volcano. All great progress has been paid for by streams of blood, and I cannot see how the present 
conditions, based upon brutal force, can be changed in any other way but by force. Did it ever occur to 
those in power to stop the use of force on their part? Oh, no. The state and all government is based 
upon force, and as long as they are going to use force against us, we, in self-defense, must necessarily 
employ violent methods. Show me one anarchistic deed and I will point out to you the brutal 
oppression, the terrible crimes, which were responsible for it. Moreover, it is easy to raise the cry 
‘Another anarchistic dastardly outrage,’ but how many take the trouble to investigate all the 
circumstances connected with the act. Not one in ten millions.” 

Malatesta intends to stay in the United States permanently. He does not fear that the authorities 
will interfere with him; he is not afraid of being sent back. “I have been convicted and sentenced a 
number of times, but never for a felony. All my crimes were of a political nature, and I understand that 
as a political offender I am not barred from this country. 

“T have already addressed a few meetings of workingmen in this country and will go on to do so. I 
want to impress upon them the folly of all political actions. They only perpetuate the existing order of 
things, while the only hope lies in the absolute abolition of the system. I can see some good signs of 
progress here. Strikes are increasing in number and while they are lost in most cases they are very 
valuable. A strike is a sort of revolt and it prepares the workingman for more serious fighting; every 
lost strike leaves a great bitterness in the hearts of the defeated workingmen. They learn to look upon 
the capitalist as their enemy, and once they become enlightened on this subject they will be ready to 
deal with their enemies as the Washington government deals with the Philippines.” 

Mr. Malatesta said that he is not a rival of John Most nor of Emma Goldman.110 He believes they 
will work in harmony, though he admits that the so-called individualistic anarchists will have nothing 
in common with him. In due time he expects to go on an extended lecture tour over the country and to 
organize anarchistic groups wherever possible. 


108 This interview is unsigned, but was reprinted in an anthology of Cahan’s articles, Grandma Never Lived in 
America (Bloomington, 1985). 

109 It cannot be ruled out that this short biographical outline may have been based in part on a number of 
misleading details furnished by Malatesta himself. As a general rule, though, this piece is typical of 
the degree of accuracy and understanding of anarchism that characterized Malatesta biographies in 
the American press right up until he died. 

110 See article “New Rival for John Most,” p. 35. Reporting Malatesta’s arrival in America, the New York 
Sun’s August 28 edition also carried the headline: “Rival for John Most.” 


Parting of the Ways 


Translated from “Separazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, no. 127 (September 2, 
1899) 


For some time ideological differences have emerged between the group responsible for 
managing LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE and the comrades who edited it. An attempt was made to 
satisfy all sides, turning the newspaper into a sort of open forum, in which anyone calling 
himself an anarchist might set out and defend his ideas even if they contradicted those held 
by other collaborators. 

The attempt satisfied no one; and everyone agreed that if the paper was to be able to 
make effective propaganda it needed unity of direction and to be the organ of a specific 
tendency. 

The issue was brought before the group and the various competing principles were widely 
discussed, the group declared itself in favor of organizing as a party for propaganda and 
revolutionary action, as well as the widest possible participation in the labor movement. 

The old editorial team did not agree with the group’s decision and resigned; and stated 
that it would produce another newspaper. 

The group appointed another editorial team in perfect harmony with its leanings; and at 
the same time, convinced that all ideas are entitled to be explained and that the cause of 
truth can only profit from a discussion conducted with civility and in good faith, stated that 
they were pleased with the plans of the old editorial team. 

Readers will find below an explanation from the two parties of the principles which will 
guide the two newspapers.111 


To avoid any misunderstandings let us note that we are not dealing here with a crisis, or 
rather a new anarchist crisis. These two tendencies have always existed within the anarchist 
movement, and after having been confused and concealed by the dominance of one or the 
other for a long time, went their separate ways already several years ago in Italy and 
elsewhere. 

The Italian comrades in the United States had thought they could overlook these 
differences in view of common ideals. The facts have shown that even here only people who 
agree can work together, and on matters upon which they all agree. 

Nothing to lament for that matter: every vibrant idea is destined to differentiate itself and 
divide in various ways, and the greater the diversity, the livelier and more fertile it is. 

To work, everyone: and divided, we can do more good for the common cause than we can 
amongst the inevitable friction when we do not agree. 


111 For the incoming editorial team’s statement, see the next article. It followed the article “Idee e tattica 
[Dichiarazioni dei dissidenti],” signed “on behalf of the Aurora Editors and Administrators: G. 
Ciancabilla, G. Della Barile, A. Guabello.” The latter was republished in L’Aurora’s November 4 
edition. 


What Our Newspaper Will Be [Statement of the New 
Editorial Board]... 


Translated from “Cid che sara il nostro giornale [Dichiarazioni della nuova redazione] ,” La Questione 
Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, no. 127 (September 2, 1899) 


With the next issue the newspaper LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE (in a bigger format and with a 
new masthead) will begin a new series and will serve as the organ of an anarchist 
organization with a specific program. 

This program will be set out methodically in issue no. 1 of the new series, and discussed 
and defended in all aspects in the following issues.113 

Now we will discuss the general principles that will guide the action of the organization 
and the newspaper that will represent its ideas. 

We are convinced that no one holds a monopoly on the truth, that nobody possesses the 
whole truth and that only through free discussion and free experimentation can we move 
towards an ever wider and more detailed understanding of social problems and their 
solutions. 

We therefore believe that everyone has full and unlimited rights to completely express 
their ideas, even those that may seem absurd or wicked to us, and that the progress of 
humanity depends upon this unlimited freedom. But indeed we believe that anybody who 
has fully developed convictions, must defend their convictions, and cannot, under penalty of 
being condemned to impotence and futility, forever hover between yes and no, and wrap 
themselves up in continual contradictions. 

Certainly any conviction, that isn’t stubbornly obstinate, is susceptible to modification 
and change when it comes into contact with fresh facts and new arguments; but for as long 
as it exists it has to be defended as it stands; nor could it have any impact upon the world 
and become an objective reality unless it assumes a concrete shape, liable to change as the 
conviction changes, but always fixed during the period in which it is intended to be carried 
out. 

We can for example—it has already been said a thousand times—continually follow the 
progress of engineering and mechanics, in matters of railway construction; but if it is a 
question not of discussion and study, but a question of building a railway, we have to take 
engineering and mechanics as they stand at the time when we begin our project, and build 
the line as best we can, given the current state of the art, and equip ourselves with the best 
materials available at the time when we need them. 

But maybe tomorrow we will learn to do better!... Well, tomorrow we will do better: but 
in the meantime we must do what we know how to do. Otherwise, always waiting for a 
better future, we shall remain forever without a railroad. 

We are not dabblers in sociology who amuse themselves with intellectual exercises that 
lack any practical purpose. We are workers who suffer from the injustices of which we and 
our comrades are victims: and from this day forward we want to fight for our emancipation 
and for the emancipation of others. And to do so we need to know the causes of the evils we 
denounce and the means by which they can be eliminated: we need to decide the objective to 
achieve and the route by which we mean to get there. 

If we did not yet understand the evils to destroy nor how we can destroy them, then 
clearly we could do nothing but study, observe, and investigate: but then we could not insist 
on making propaganda, since we would not know what to propagate; and much less make 


revolution, which is to say, push the people to overthrow existing institutions; since we 
would not know whether these are good or bad, and whether, and by what means, they 
might be replaced with better institutions. 

But we do make propaganda; we prepare ourselves and strive to prepare the popular 
masses for revolution: therefore we need to have fully developed ideas; that we know what 
we want to destroy and why we want to destroy it; what we want to do and how we want to 
do it. 

This is called having a program. 

We could change our program, if we become convinced that we are wrong; and at such a 
time we will have the duty to honestly admit this to our comrades. Meanwhile, since we are 
inviting people to embrace our ideas, we must clearly tell others what we want, and require 
those willing to work with us to clearly state what they want. 

Therefore the first characteristic of our newspaper, as well as of our organization, is that 
it shall have a set program. 

We shall keep our readers informed of all interesting opinions that come to our notice, 
and we will discuss them in order to broaden our own intellectual horizon and that of our 
comrades and benefit from every new idea that comes along: but the primary purpose of the 
newspaper will not be to search for new truths (this being a matter for Journals and other 
learned publications) but propaganda of established truths, as is appropriate for the organ of 
a party of action. 

And the second characteristic of our newspaper will be to speak to the masses, the huge 
masses of the oppressed and exploited. And, given our convictions and our purpose, this is 
only natural. 

We seek the good of all, and we are convinced that this good could only be attained 
through the efforts of all. Good foisted upon others by one man, by one class or by one party, 
were such a thing possible, would have a disheartening effect on dignity, on capacity for 
initiative, on self-confidence of the recipients, and would therefore cease to be a good, and 
even its material effects would not last long. 

Therefore to reach our goal, we need to awaken within the people, within every man of 
the people, the awareness of their rights, the feeling of love and solidarity towards all men, 
the hatred of injustice and oppression, and the faith in the strength that the oppressed can 
generate when they achieve agreement and unity with their comrades. And to do this we 
must not look upon ourselves as superior beings who deign to stoop to the people’s level, but 
as comrades who offer and seek help from comrades for the common good; remembering the 
great truth, that by coming into contact with the people, even the most ignorant part of the 
people, we receive intellectually and morally a lot more than we give. 

Finally, the last characteristic of our newspaper which we wish to draw attention to in 
this article, is that it will not be the mouthpiece of any individual, but will genuinely 
represent the ideas and desires of the organization on whose behalf it is made. Those who 
have received the responsibility to write the paper, have willingly accepted the requirement 
of submitting their articles to the collective for the appropriate review; and they find this 
requirement perfectly compatible with their freedom, because they know that they and all 
comrades of the organization share the same program and aim to fight for the same goal 
using the same methods. 

And now an appeal to all comrades in the United States and beyond. We intend to 
develop and publicize the newspaper to enable its propaganda to penetrate the mainstream 
public; with the idea that producing a newspaper that is read only by the already converted 
or few more, is nearly useless. We therefore ask everyone who finds our work useful to 
promptly take an interest in diffusing the newspaper: find us retailers in every location, or, 
better yet, make agreements in various groups to order the largest number of papers from us 


that can be sold and find a comrade to volunteer his services as a vendor; send us addresses 
in locations as yet unreached by the newspaper, find us lots of subscribers... and let everyone 
bear in mind that the newspaper is entering its new life phase burdened by a fairly 
substantial deficit and needs comrades to help with generous oblations. 


On behalf of the anarchist-socialist group of Paterson 
Il Diritto All’esistenza 
THE NEW EDITORIAL TEAM 


112 The part in square brackets is part of the original title. 
113 See “An Anarchist Programme,” p. 43. 


Anarchists Divided Among Themselves 
New York Herald, no. 23021 (September 2, 1899) 


But All Agreed, at a Meeting Last Night that the 
“Social Revolution” Must Come. 


About sixty anarchists met last night, in a hall in East Broadway, for the double purpose of 
harmonizing the various groups and to agree on some policy for the fall and winter. 

Harmony was soon found to be impossible. The Russian anarchists have some grievances against 
the few English speaking ones, who, in turn, do not care to be identified with the Russians. None of the 
followers of Emma Goldman was present. Herr Most was denounced in vehement language and was 
branded as “a renegade who had sold himself.” 

Errico Malatesta, an Italian anarchist, saved the meeting from breaking up in disorder. He was 
listened to with great attention. He declared that political action is barren of results and the social 
revolution must be ushered in in some way or other. 

“Meet violence with violence, if need be,” he said, “but do not throw away your lives in killing 
nobodies. As a matter of simple expediency I should advise against any extreme deeds, for we are few 
and our opponents are many. Leave it to each individual to decide whether he is ready to throw his life 
into the balance. If he has special reasons to commit an act of violence it is his own concern. I will not 
condemn him for it. But neither I nor any one else should give advice in such matters.” 

For the immediate future he advised an active propaganda. This is to be confined to foreigners, as 
Americans do not become converts. 


An Anarchist Programme 


In Errico Malatesta: His Life and Ideas, compiled and edited by Vernon Richards (London: Freedom Press, 
1965; reprinted in 1993), 182-198. Originally published as “Il nostro programma,” parts 1-4, La 
Questione Sociale (Paterson) 5, new series, nos. 1-4 (September 9, 16, 23 and 30, 1899)114 


We have nothing new to say. 

Propaganda is not, and cannot be, but the incessant, tireless repetition of those principles 
that must guide our conduct in the diverse circumstances of life. 

Hence we will restate, with more or less different words but along the same lines, our old 
revolutionary-anarchist-socialist program.115 

We believe that most of the ills that afflict mankind stem from a bad social organisation; 
and that Man could destroy them if he wished and knew how. 

Present society is the result of age-long struggles of man against man. Not understanding 
the advantages that could accrue for all by cooperation and solidarity; seeing in every other 
man (with the possible exception of those closest to them by blood ties) a competitor and an 
enemy, each one of them sought to secure for himself, the greatest number of advantages 
possible without giving a thought to the interests of others. 

In such a struggle, obviously the strongest or more fortunate were bound to win, and in 
one way or another subject and oppress the losers. 

So long as Man was unable to produce more than was strictly needed to keep alive, the 
conquerors could do no more than put to flight or massacre their victims, and seize the food 
they had gathered. 

Then when with the discovery of grazing and agriculture a man could produce more than 
what he needed to live, the conquerors found it more profitable to reduce the conquered to a 
state of slavery, and put them to work for their advantage. 

Later, the conquerors realised that it was more convenient, more profitable and certain to 
exploit the labour of others by other means: to retain for themselves the exclusive right to 
the land and working implements, and set free the disinherited who, finding themselves 
without the means of life, were obliged to have recourse to the landowners and work for 
them, on their terms. 

Thus, step by step through a most complicated series of struggles of every description, of 
invasions, wars, rebellions, repressions, concessions won by struggle, associations of the 
oppressed united for defence, and of the conquerors for attack, we have arrived at the 
present state of society, in which some have inherited the land and all social wealth, while 
the mass of the people, disinherited in all respects, is exploited and oppressed by a small 
possessing class. 

From all this stems the misery in which most workers live today, and which in turn 
creates the evils such as ignorance, crime, prostitution, diseases due to malnutrition, mental 
depression and premature death. From all this arises a special class (government) which, 
provided with the necessary means of repression, exists to legalise and protect the owning 
class from the demands of the workers; and then it uses the powers at its disposal to create 
privileges for itself and to subject, if it can, the owning class itself as well. From this the 
creation of another privileged class (the clergy), which by a series of fables about the will of 
God, and about an after-life etc., seeks to persuade the oppressed to accept oppression 
meekly, and (just as the government does), as well as serving the interest of the owning class, 
serves its own. From this the creation of an official science which, in all those matters 
serving the interests of the ruling class, is the negation of true science. From this the patriotic 


spirit, race hatred, wars and armed peace, sometimes more disastrous than wars themselves. 
From this the transformation of love into torment or sordid commerce. From this hatred, 
more or less disguised, rivalry, suspicion among all men, insecurity and universal fear. 

We want to change radically such a state of affairs. And since all these ills have their 
origin in the struggle between men, in the seeking after well-being through one’s own efforts 
and for oneself and against everybody, we want to make amends, replacing hatred by love, 
competition by solidarity, the individual search for personal well-being by the fraternal 
cooperation for the well-being of all, oppression and imposition by liberty, the religious and 
pseudo-scientific lie by truth. 

Therefore: 

1. Abolition of private property in land, in raw materials and the instruments of labour, so 
that no one shall have the means of living by the exploitation of the labour of others, and 
that everybody, being assured of the means to produce and to live, shall be truly independent 
and in a position to unite freely among themselves for a common objective and according to 
their personal sympathies. 

2. Abolition of government and of every power which makes the law and imposes it on 
others: therefore abolition of monarchies, republics, parliaments, armies, police forces, 
magistratures and any institution whatsoever endowed with coercive powers. 

3. Organisation of social life by means of free association and federations of producers 
and consumers, created and modified according to the wishes of their members, guided by 
science and experience, and free from any kind of imposition which does not spring from 
natural needs, to which everyone, convinced by a feeling of overriding necessity, voluntarily 
submits. 

4. The means of life, for development and well-being, will be guaranteed to children and 
all who are prevented from providing for themselves. 

5. War on religions and all lies, even if they shelter under the cloak of science. Scientific 
instruction for all to advanced level. 

6. War on patriotism.116 Abolition of frontiers; brotherhood among all peoples. 

7. Reconstruction of the family, as will emerge from the practice of love, freed from every 
legal tie, from every economic and physical oppression, from every religious prejudice. 

This is our ideal. 


Ways and Means 
We have outlined under a number of headings our objectives and the ideal for which we 
struggle. 

But it is not enough to desire something; if one really wants it adequate means must be 
used to secure it. And these means are not arbitrary, but instead cannot but be conditioned 
by the ends we aspire to and by the circumstances in which the struggle takes place, for if we 
ignore the choice of means we would achieve other ends, possibly diametrically opposed to 
those we aspire to, and this would be the obvious and inevitable consequence of our choice 
of means. Whoever sets out on the highroad and takes a wrong turning does not go where he 
intends to go but where the road leads him. 

It is therefore necessary to state what are the means which in our opinion lead to our 
desired ends, and which we propose to adopt. 

Our ideal is not one which depends for its success on the individual considered in 
isolation. The question is of changing the way of life of society as a whole; of establishing 
among men relationships based on love and solidarity; of achieving the full material, moral 
and intellectual development not for isolated individuals, or members of one class or of a 
particular political party, but for all mankind—and this is not something that can be imposed 


by force, but must emerge through the enlightened consciences of each one of us and be 
achieved with the free consent of all. 

Our first task therefore must be to persuade people. 

We must make people aware of the misfortunes they suffer and of their chances to destroy 
them. We must awaken sympathy in everybody for the misfortunes of others and a warm 
desire for the good of all people. 

To those who are cold and hungry we will demonstrate how possible and easy it could be 
to assure to everybody their material needs. To those who are oppressed and despised we 
shall show how it is possible to live happily in a world of people who are free and equal; to 
those who are tormented by hatred and bitterness we will point to the road that leads to 
peace and human warmth that comes through learning to love one’s fellow beings. 

And when we will have succeeded in arousing the sentiment of rebellion in the minds of 
men against the avoidable and unjust evils from which we suffer in society today, and in 
getting them to understand how they are caused and how it depends on human will to rid 
ourselves of them; and when we will have created a lively and strong desire in men to 
transform society for the good of all, then those who are convinced, will by their own efforts 
as well as by the example of those already convinced, unite and want to as well as be able to 
act for their common ideals. 

As we have already pointed out, it would be ridiculous and contrary to our objectives to 
seek to impose freedom, love among men and the radical development of human faculties, by 
means of force. One must therefore rely on the free will of others, and all we can do is to 
provoke the development and the expression of the will of the people. But it would be 
equally absurd and contrary to our aims to admit that those who do not share our views 
should prevent us from expressing our will, so long as it does not deny them the same 
freedom. 

Freedom for all, therefore, to propagate and to experiment with their ideas, with no other 
limitation than that which arises naturally from the equal liberty of everybody. 


But to this are opposed—and with brute force—those who benefit from existing privileges 
and who today dominate and control all social life. 

In their hands they have all the means of production; and thus they suppress not only the 
possibility of free experimentation in new ways of communal living, and the right of workers 
to live freely by the product of their own efforts,117 but also the right to life itself; and they 
oblige whoever is not a boss to have to allow himself to be exploited and oppressed if he 
does not wish to die of hunger. 

They have police forces, a judiciary, and armies created for the express purpose of 
defending their privileges; and they persecute, imprison and massacre those who would want 
to abolish those privileges and who claim the means of life and liberty for everyone. 

Jealous of their present and immediate interests, corrupted by the spirit of domination, 
fearful of the future, they, the privileged class, are, generally speaking incapable of a 
generous gesture; are equally incapable of a wider concept of their interests. And it would be 
foolish to hope that they should freely give up property and power and adapt themselves to 
living as equals and with those who today they keep in subjection. 

Leaving aside the lessons of history (which demonstrates that never has a privileged class 
divested itself of all or some of its privileges, and never has a government abandoned its 
power unless obliged to do so by force or the fear of force), there is enough contemporary 
evidence to convince anyone that the bourgeoisie and governments intend to use armed force 


to defend themselves, not only against complete expropriation, but equally against the 
smallest popular demands, and are always ready to engage in the most atrocious persecutions 
and the bloodiest massacres. 

For those people who want to emancipate themselves, only one course is open: that of 
opposing force with force. 


It follows from what we have said that we have to work to awaken in the oppressed the 
conscious desire for a radical social transformation, and to persuade them that by uniting 
they have the strength to win; we must propagate our ideal and prepare the required 
material and moral forces to overcome those of the enemy, and to organise the new society. 
And when we will have the strength needed we must, by taking advantage of favourable 
circumstances as they arise, or which we can ourselves create, make the social revolution, by 
using force to destroy the government and to expropriate the owners of wealth, and by 
putting in common the means of life and production, and by preventing the setting up of new 
governments which would impose their will and hamper the reorganisation of society by the 
people themselves. 


All this is however less simple than it might appear at first sight. We have to deal with 
people as they are in society today, in the most miserable moral and material condition; and 
we would be deluding ourselves in thinking that propaganda is enough to raise them to that 
level of intellectual development which is needed to put our ideas into effect. 

Between man and his social environment there is a reciprocal action. Men make society 
what it is and society makes men what they are, and the result is therefore a kind of vicious 
circle. To transform society men must be changed, and to transform men, society must be 
changed. 

Poverty brutalizes man, and to abolish poverty men must have a social conscience and 
determination. Slavery teaches men to be slaves, and to free oneself from slavery there is a 
need for men who aspire to liberty. Ignorance has the effect of making men unaware of the 
causes of their misfortunes as well as the means of overcoming them, and to do away with 
ignorance people must have the time and the means to educate themselves. 

Governments accustom people to submit to the Law and to believe that Law is essential to 
society; and to abolish government men must be convinced of the uselessness and the 
harmfulness of government. 

How does one escape from this vicious circle? 

Fortunately existing society has not been created by the inspired will of a dominating 
class, which has succeeded in reducing all its subjects to passive and unconscious instruments 
of its interests. It is the result of a thousand internecine struggles, of a thousand human and 
natural factors acting indifferently, without directive criteria; and thus there are no clear-cut 
divisions either between individuals or between classes. 

Innumerable are the variations in material conditions; innumerable are the degrees of 
moral and intellectual development; and not always—we would almost say very rarely—does 
the place of any individual in society correspond with his abilities and his aspirations. Very 
often individuals accustomed to conditions of comfort fall on hard times and others, through 
exceptionally favorable circumstances succeed in raising themselves above the conditions into 


which they were born. A large proportion of the working class has already succeeded either 
in emerging from a state of abject poverty, or was never in such a situation; no worker to 
speak of, finds himself in a state of complete social unawareness, of complete acquiescence to 
the conditions imposed on him by the bosses. And the same institutions, such as have been 
produced by history, contain organic contradictions and are like the germs of death, which as 
they develop result in the dissolution of institutions and the need for transformation. 

From this the possibility of progress—but not the possibility of bringing all men to the 
necessary level to want, and to achieve, anarchy, by means of propaganda, without a 
previous gradual transformation of the environment. 

Progress must advance contemporaneously and along parallel lines between men and 
their environment. We must take advantage of all the means, all the possibilities and the 
opportunities that the present environment allows us to act on our fellow men and to 
develop their consciences and their demands; we must use all advance in human consciences 
to induce them to claim and to impose those major social transformations which are possible 
and which effectively serve to open the way to further advances later. 

We must not wait to achieve anarchy, in the meantime limiting ourselves to simple 
propaganda. Were we to do so we would soon exhaust our field of action; that is, we would 
have converted all those who in the existing environment are susceptible to understand and 
accept our ideas, and our subsequent propaganda would fall on sterile ground; or if 
environmental transformations brought out new popular groupings capable of receiving new 
ideas, this would happen without our participation, and thus would prejudice our ideas. 

We must seek to get all the people, or different sections of the people, to make demands, 
and impose itself and take for itself all the improvements and freedoms that it desires as and 
when it reaches the state of wanting them, and the power to demand them; and in always 
propagating all aspects of our program, and always struggling for its complete realisation, we 
must push the people to want always more and to increase its pressures, until it has achieved 
complete emancipation. 


The Economic Struggle 

The oppression which impingesiis most directly on the workers and which is the main cause 
of the moral and material frustrations under which they labour, is economic oppression, that 
is the exploitation to which bosses and business men subject them, thanks to their monopoly 
of all the most important means of production and distribution. 

To destroy radically this oppression without any danger of it re-emerging, all people must 
be convinced of their right to the means of production, and be prepared to exercise this basic 
right by expropriating the land owners, the industrialists and financiers, and putting all 
social wealth at the disposal of the people. 

But can this expropriation be put into effect today? Can we today pass directly, without 
intermediate steps, from the hell in which the workers now find themselves to the paradise 
of common property? 

The proof that the people is not capable of expropriating the owners, yet, is that it does 
not expropriate them. 

What must be done until the day of expropriation comes? 119 

Our task is the moral and material preparation of the people for this essential 
expropriation; and to attempt it again and again, every time a revolutionary upheaval offers 
us the chance to, until the final triumph. But in what way can we prepare the people? In 
what way must one prepare the conditions which make possible not only the material fact of 
expropriation, but the utilisation to everybody’s advantage of the common wealth? 

We have already said that spoken and written propaganda alone cannot win over to our 


ideas the mass of the people. A practical education is needed, which must be alternately 
cause and effect in a gradual transformation of the environment. Parallel with the workers 
developing a sense of rebellion against the injustices and useless sufferings of which they are 
the victims, and the desire to better their conditions, they must be united and mutually 
dependent in the struggle to achieve their demands. And we as anarchists and workers, must 
incite and encourage them to struggle, and join them in their struggle. 

But are these improvements possible in a capitalist regime? Are they useful from the point 
of view of a future complete emancipation of the workers? 

Whatever may be the practical results of the struggle for immediate gains, the greatest 
value lies in the struggle itself. For thereby workers [learn to take care of their class interests, 
they] learn that the bosses’ interests are opposed to theirs and that they cannot improve their 
conditions, and much less emancipate themselves, except by uniting and becoming stronger 
than the bosses.120 If they succeed in getting what they demand, they will be better off: they 
will earn more, work fewer hours and will have more time and energy to reflect on the 
things that matter to them, and will immediately make greater demands and have greater 
needs. If they do not succeed they will be led to study the causes of their failure and 
recognize the need for closer unity and greater activity and they will in the end understand 
that to make their victory secure and definitive, it is necessary to destroy capitalism. The 
revolutionary cause, the cause of the moral elevation and emancipation of the workers must 
benefit by the fact that workers unite and struggle for their interests. 

But, once again, can the workers succeed in really improving their conditions in the 
present state of society? 

This depends on the confluence of a great number of circumstances. 

In spite of what some say, there exists no natural law (law of wages) which determines 
what part of a worker’s labour should go to him; or if one wants to formulate a law, it could 
not be but that: wages cannot normally be less than what is needed to maintain life, nor can 
they normally rise such that no profit margin is left to the boss. It is clear that in the first 
case workers would die, and therefore would stop drawing any wages, and in the second the 
bosses would stop employing labour and so would pay no more wages. But between these 
two impossible extremes there is an infinite scale of degrees ranging from the nearly bestial 
conditions of most land workersi2: to the almost respectable conditions of skilled workers in 
the large cities. 

Wages, hours and other conditions of employment are the result of the struggle between 
bosses and workers. The former try to give the workers as little as possible and get them to 
work themselves to the bone; the latter try, or should try to work as little, and earn as much, 
as possible. Where workers accept any conditions, or even being discontented, do not know 
how to put up effective resistance to the bosses demands, they are soon reduced to bestial 
conditions of life. Where, instead, they have ideas as to how human beings should live and 
know how to join forces, and through refusal to work or the latent and open threat of 
rebellion, to win the bosses respect, in such cases, they are treated in a relatively decent way. 
One can therefore say that within certain limits, the wages he gets are what the worker (not 
as an individual, of course, but as a class) demands. 

Through struggle, by resistance against the bosses, therefore, workers can up to a certain 
point, prevent a worsening of their conditions as well as obtaining real improvement. And 
the history of the workers’ movement has already demonstrated this truth. 

One must not however exaggerate the importance of this struggle between workers and 
bosses conducted exclusively in the economic field. Bosses can give in, and often they do in 
face of forcefully expressed demands so long as the demands are not too great; but if workers 
were to make demands (and it is imperative that they should) which would absorb all the 
bosses’ profits and be in effect an indirect form of expropriation, it is certain that the bosses 


would appeal to the government and would seek to use force to oblige the workers to remain 
in their state of wage slavery. 

And even before, long before workers can expect to receive the full product of their 
labour, the economic struggle becomes impotent as a means of producing the improvements 
in living standards. 

Workers produce everything and without them life would be impossible; therefore it 
would seem that by refusing to work they could demand whatever they wanted. But the 
union of all workers, even in one particular trade, and in one country is difficult to achieve, 
and opposing the union of workers are the bosses’ organisations. Workers live from day to 
day, and if they do not work they soon find themselves without food; whereas the bosses, 
because they have money, have access to all the goods in stock and can therefore sit back 
and wait until hunger reduces their employees to a more amenable frame of mind. The 
invention or the introduction of new machinery makes workers redundant and adds to the 
large army of unemployed, who are driven by hunger to sell their labour at any price. 
Immigration immediately creates problems in the countries where better working conditions 
exist, for the hordes of hungry workers, willy nilly, offer the bosses an opportunity to depress 
wages all round. And all these facts, which necessarily derive from the capitalist system, 
conspire in counteracting the progress made in working class consciousness and solidarity: 
they often move faster than that progress and they halt and destroy it. 122 

Soon then, those workers who want to free themselves, or even only to effectively 
improve their conditions, will be faced with the need to defend themselves from the 
government, with the need to attack the government, which by legalising the right to 
property and protecting it with brute force, constitutes a barrier to human progress, which 
must be beaten down with force if one does not wish to remain indefinitely under present 
conditions or even worse. 

From the economic struggle one must pass to the political struggle, that is to the struggle 
against government; and instead of opposing the capitalist millions with the workers’ few 
pennies scraped together with difficulty, one must oppose the rifles and guns which defend 
property with the more effective means that the people will be able to find to defeat force by 
force. 


Political Struggle—Revolutionary Actioni23 

By the political struggle we mean the struggle against government. Government is the 
ensemble of all those individuals who hold the reins of power, however acquired, to make the 
law and to impose it on the governed, that is the public. 

Government is the consequence of the spirit of domination and violence with which some 
men have imposed themselves on other, and is at the same time the creature as well as the 
creator of privilege and its natural defender. 

It is wrongly said that today government performs the function of defender of capitalism 
but that once capitalism is abolished it would become the representative and administrator 
of the general interest. In the first place capitalism will not be destroyed until the workers, 
having rid themselves of government, take possession of all social wealth and themselves 
organise production and consumption in the interests of everybody without waiting for the 
initiative to come from government which, however willing to comply, would be incapable 
of doing so. 

But there is a further question: if capitalism were to be destroyed and a government were 
to be left in office, the government, through the concession of all kinds of privileges, would 
create capitalism anew for, being unable to please everybody it would need an economically 
powerful class to support it in return for the legal and material protection it would receive. 


Consequently privilege cannot be abolished and freedom and equality established firmly 
and definitely without abolishing government—not this or that government but the very 
institution of government. 

As in all questions of general interest, and especially this one, the consent of the people as 
a whole is needed, and therefore we must strain every nerve to persuade the people that 
government is useless as well as harmful, and that we can live better lives without 
government. 

But, as we have repeated more than once, propaganda alone is impotent to convince 
everybody—and if we were to want to limit ourselves to preaching against government, and 
in the meantime waiting supinely for the day when the public will be convinced of the 
possibility and value of radically destroying every kind of government, then that day would 
never come. 

While preaching against every kind of government, and demanding complete freedom, we 
must support all struggles for partial freedom, because we are convinced that one learns 
through struggle, and that once one begins to enjoy a little freedom one ends by wanting it 
all. We must always be with the people, and when we do not succeed in getting them to 
demand a lot we must still seek to get them to want something; and we must make every 
effort to get them to understand that however much or little they may demand should be 
obtained by their own efforts and that they should despise and detest whoever is part of, or 
aspires to, government. 

Since government today has the power, through the legal system, to regulate daily life 
and to broaden or restrict the liberty of the citizen, and because we are still unable to tear 
this power from its grasp, we must seek to reduce its power and oblige governments to use it 
in the least harmful ways possible. But this we must do always remaining outside, and 
against, government, putting pressure on it through agitation in the streets, by threatening to 
take by force what we demand. Never must we accept any kind of legislative position, be it 
national or local, for in so doing we will neutralise the effectiveness of our activity as well as 
betraying the future of our cause. 
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The struggle against government in the last analysis, is physical, material. 

Governments make the law. They must therefore dispose of the material forces (police 
and army) to impose the law, for otherwise only those who wanted to would obey it, and it 
would no longer be the law, but a simple series of suggestions which all would be free to 
accept or reject. Governments have this power, however, and use it through the law, to 
strengthen their power, as well as to serve the interests of the ruling classes, by oppressing 
and exploiting the workers. 

The only limit to the oppression of government is the power with which the people show 
themselves capable of opposing it. Conflict may be open or latent; but it always exists since 
the government does not pay attention to discontent and popular resistance except when it is 
faced with the danger of insurrection. 

When the people meekly submit to the law, or their protests are feeble and confined to 
words, the government studies its own interests and ignores the needs of the people; when 
the protests are lively, insistent, threatening, the government, depending on whether it is 
more or less understanding, gives way or resorts to repression. But one always comes back to 
insurrection, for if the government does not give way, the people will end by rebelling; and if 
the government does give way, then the people gain confidence in themselves and make ever 
increasing demands, until such time as the incompatibility between freedom and authority 
becomes clear and the violent struggle is engaged. 

It is therefore necessary to be prepared, morally and materially, so that when this does 
happen the people will emerge victorious. 
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the yoke has been shaken off, the people are free to provide themselves with those 
institutions which they think best, and the time lag between passing the law and the degree 
of civilisation which the mass of the population has attained, is breached in one leap. The 
insurrection determines the revolution, that is, the speedy emergence of the latent forces 
built up during the “evolutionary” period. 

Everything depends on what the people are capable of wanting. 

In past insurrections unaware of the real reasons for their misfortunes, they have always 
wanted very little, and have obtained very little. 

What will they want in the next insurrection? 

The answer, in part, depends on our propaganda and what efforts we put into it. 

We shall have to push the people to expropriate the bosses and put all goods in common 
and organise their daily lives themselves, through freely constituted associations, without 
waiting for orders from outside and refusing to nominate or recognise any government, any 
body that claims the right to lay down the law and impose its will on others. 124 

And if the mass of the population will not respond to our appeal we must—in the name of 
the right we have to be free even if others wish to remain slaves and because of the force of 
example—put into effect as many of our ideas as we can, refuse to recognise the new 
government and keep alive resistance and seek that those communes where our ideas are 
received with sympathy reject all governmental interference and insist on wanting to live 
their own lives.12s 

We shall have to, above all, oppose with every means the re-establishment of the police 
and the armed forces, and use any opportunity to incite workers to a general strike that lays 
the most far reaching demands we can induce them to make.126 

And however things may go, to continue the struggle against the possessing class and the 
rulers without respite, having always in mind the complete economic, political and moral 
emancipation of all mankind. 
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Recapitulationi27 


What we want, therefore, is the complete destruction of the domination and exploitation of 
man by man; we want men united as brothers by a conscious and desired solidarity, all 
cooperating voluntarily for the well-being of all: we want society to be constituted for the 
purpose of supplying everybody with the means for achieving the maximum well-being, the 
maximum possible moral and spiritual development; we want bread, freedom, love, and 
science for everybody. 

And in order to achieve these all-important ends, it is necessary in our opinion that the 
means of production should be at the disposal of everybody and that no man, or group of 
men, should be in a position to oblige others to submit to their will or to exercise their 
influence other than through the power of reason and by example. 

Therefore: expropriation of landowners and capitalists for the benefit of all; and abolition 
of government. 

And while waiting for the day when this can be achieved: the propagation of our ideas; 
unceasing struggle, violent or non-violent depending on the circumstances, against 
government and against the boss class to conquer as much freedom and well-being as we can 
for the benefit of everybody. 
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114 In 1920 this program was adopted by the Italian Anarchist Union (UAD) and reissued, with 


modifications, as the pamphlet Programma Anarchico, accettato dall’Unione Anarchica Italiana nel 
Congresso di Bologna del 1-4 Luglio 1920 (Bologna: Commissione di Corrispondenza dell’UAI, 1920). 
Richards’s translation, which we have preferred to earlier ones as more faithful, is from the 1920 
edition. Where the two Italian editions substantially differ, we have modified the main text so as to 
reflect the original 1899 edition and we have shown the translation of the 1920 edition in the notes. 

115 In the 1920 edition, the whole foregoing preamble is replaced by the following paragraph (omitted in 
Richards’s translation): “The programme of the Unione Anarchica Italiana is the revolutionary- 
anarchist-communist programme that fifty years ago was already upheld in Italy within the 1st 
International under the name of socialist programme, was later identified by the name of anarchist- 
socialist, and finally, after the increasing authoritarian and parliamentarian degeneration of the 
socialist movement and in reaction to it, was simply called anarchist.” The rest of this first section, 
which was originally untitled, bore the title “What we Want” in the 1920 edition and “Aims and 
Objectives” in Richards’s version. 

116 In the 1920 edition: “War on rivalries and patriotic prejudices.” 

117 In the 1920 edition: “freely by their own efforts.” 

118 In the 1920 edition: “The oppression which today impinges.” 

119 In the 1920 edition, the two foregoing paragraphs are replaced by the following: “Facts will 
demonstrate what the workers are capable of today.” 

120 The part in brackets was omitted in Richards’s translation. 

121 In the 1920 edition: “from the miserable conditions of many land workers.” 

122 In the 1920 edition, this paragraph continues as follows: “And in every case the overriding fact remains 
that production under capitalism is organized by each capitalist for his personal profit and not, as 
would be natural, to satisfy the needs of the workers in the best possible way. Hence the chaos, the 
waste of human effort, the organised scarcity of goods, useless and harmful occupations, 
unemployment, abandoned land, under-use of plant and so on, all evils which cannot be avoided 
except by depriving the capitalists of the means of production and, it follows, the organisation of 


production.” 
123 In the 1920 edition, this section is simply titled “The Political Struggle.” 
124 In the 1920 edition: “... recognise any government or constituted body in whatever guise (constituent, 


dictatorship, etc.) even in a provisional capacity, which ascribes to itself the right to lay down the 
law and impose with force its will on others.” 

125 In the 1920 edition: “... and seek that those localities where our ideas are received with sympathy 
should constitute themselves into anarchist communities, rejecting all governmental interference, 
establishing free agreements with other communities, and wanting to live their own lives.” 

126 In the 1920 edition: “... incite workers in non anarchist localities to take advantage of the absence of 
repressive forces to implement the most far reaching demands that we can induce them to make.” 

127 In the 1920 edition, this section is titled “Conclusions.” 


Setting the Record Straight [Concerning the Declarations 
of the “Dissidents” ] 1. 


Translated from “Cose a posto [Intorno alle dichiarazioni dei ‘dissidenti’] ,” La Questione Sociale 
(Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 1 (September 9, 1899) 


As readers of LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE are aware, ideological differences between those who 
until recently edited the newspaper and the group that manages and is responsible for it had 
reached such an impasse that a parting of the ways was deemed necessary. 129 

The group decided to begin a new series with editors who were in perfect agreement with 
it; and the old editorial staff stated that they would make a new newspaper. 

It was agreed in the meanwhile to create one issue divided between the old and new 
editorial staff, so that both camps might, independently of one another, set out the reasons 
for the parting of the ways and the principles that would guide their respective newspapers. 

This was done in last week’s issue.i30 But imagine our surprise upon seeing in the 
“declarations of the dissidents,” which is to say the part written by the former editors, that 
the differences over which we primarily parted company, for the most part do not exist and 
there remain only, or almost only, issues about ways of expressing oneself, which we reject 
because we find them incorrect and ambiguous, but do not reveal any real disagreement. 

We will not insist that the “dissidents” are now expressing ideas that are a far cry from 
those which (although not without contradictions) they claimed in the newspaper and which 
caused the separation; since this can be judged by anyone who has recently read LA 
QUESTIONE SOCIALE. And we would not even talk about it, having every reason to be 
pleased that the arguments that led up to the rift have not been without repercussions. 

However we do not want others, seeing the “dissidents,” as they are in opposition to us, 
express ideas that we have always asserted and championed, to be misled about our ideas; 
nor do we want certain word games to mislead anyone not used to uncovering the meaning 
hidden beneath obscure phrases; and therefore we believe it necessary to make the following 
remarks. 

The “dissidents” say they belie a movement that is different from ours, and, if we are to 
judge them by what they are now saying, this would not appear to be true. 

They say that “faced with the ignorant, unconscious masses our activity as anarchists can 
only be to shape anarchist consciousness.” And who has ever said or done otherwise? 

Is it not obvious that, so that anarchists can band together or organize, it is first and 
foremost necessary that there are anarchists? 

Whenever we come across virgin persons or groups, or opponents of our ideas, do we not 
start by propagandizing to them, which is to say by trying to shape anarchist consciousness? 
Only it would appear that our opponents forget that consciousness, conviction is not a 
fixed and absolute quantity; they forget that there may be infinite degrees of consciousness 

and conviction, and that with continuous contact with comrades and through shared work 
convictions broaden and grow stronger. And they also forget that the organization furnishes 
the means of propaganda that isolated individuals cannot have available. 

But isolation is not what we want! our opponents object. “Whenever,”—they say 
—“individuals become anarchists and break loose from the unconscious masses, venturing 
into the fight against the whole of the bourgeois system, by necessity of intuition and 
practicality they will stretch out their hands on every side in a fraternal chain, from anarchist 
to anarchist, from comrade to comrade, from group to group, and will unite their efforts in 


order to defeat the common enemy.” 

Why, do we not say that, too? Why then do they differ from us? If it is only a question of 
calling what we call organization a fraternal chain, it’s really not worth the trouble of making 
so much noise! 

“This has always been done, this is what we do, and what we will always do, without 
there being any need for organizers to preach that it must arise from organization.” No, no; 
we are not saying that this fraternal chain must arise from organization, but we say that it is 
organization. And as regards this always having been done, if our opponents were more 
familiar with the history of the anarchist movement, they would know that this is only done 
in times of activity, which unfortunately have not been a regular feature of the movement, 
precisely because often and at various places the everyone for themselves approach has 
prevailed. 

And if it is a good thing that this chain, this organization of forces takes place, then how 
can it ever be a bad thing to preach it? 

But if you preach it, they say, you’re going to have “fake, illusory organizations made on 
purpose”... that is to say they would rather let things happen, naturally, on a wing and a 
prayer, as the saying goes. Whereas we believe that man’s greatest gift is his will, and that 
things that are truly human in character are precisely those that are made on purpose; we 
believe that letting nature have her way necessarily leads to the exploitation of the 
disorganized masses with no will, to tyranny by a few, who willingly organize themselves in 
order to dominate; and that, in order to bring about an organization that can benefit 
everyone, people need to will it into existence, and to do this they must deploy all of the skills 
that they have gained through observation and experience. 

Since humanity started mastering the environment and changing it to suit its own 
interests, all progress has been a triumph of the will. This is the crux of the matter: that in 
societies organized along authoritarian lines, in societies most affected by the brute nature 
from which they have emerged, the will of the few matters; in the societies such that we 
dream of, which is to say in anarchist societies, everyone’s will must matter. 

And we indeed want, today for the purposes of propaganda and struggle, tomorrow in 
order to meet all of the needs of social life, organizations built upon the will and in the 
interest of all their members. 

Our opponents do not believe it is possible to have a party organization without 
authoritarianism, imposed leaders, suppressed initiatives, etc. If this is not possible in an 
organization of anarchists, which is to say people who are particularly committed to fight 
against authoritarianism, how could it ever be possible in a broader society in which 
immediate benefits are more important than questions of principle? And if there can be no 
harmonious society (here they agree) other than one “made up of organically functioning 
associations and collectives, delivering various social services in an orderly fashion,” then 
how can those who believe that an organization without authority is impossible be 
anarchists? 

Our opponents do not even believe that a party organization is a power, “much how army 
ranks are not real powers, conscious powers, moral powers.” Relying on the authority of Max 
Nordau, they say that “a thousand lambs united in the thought of solidarity can never resist 
one lion.” Forget about Max Nordau, who has uttered many other paradoxes, and let us 
reason a bit using common sense accessible to all. 

An army is not a conscious power with respect to the soldiers who are forced into it, but 
it very well is one for those who organize and control it; and as for it not being a real 
power... forsooth! if only it really wasn’t. The army, organized by the rulers to defend their 
interests and keep the people in check, needs authority, and blind obedience; and with all 
this it is a real power in the hands of those who have organized it. An anarchist organization, 


based upon the free and conscious will of anarchists, is necessarily refractory to any 
authority, and constitutes an effective force in the battle against the oppressors. 

A thousand lambs united will not be able to resist a lion, because they do not possess, and 
cannot be given, the “thought of solidarity.” But are workers that stupid, that incapable of 
advancement? And anarchists as well? 

If individuals are weak, can a union not provide them with the strength to accomplish 
that which they are powerless to achieve on their own?! Do we even need to respond to such 
paradoxes? Does the general, ongoing experience of humanity perhaps not teach us the 
opposite? 

Our opponents say that our organization is not free, even though no one is forced to join 
it and, once inside, everyone remains at liberty to withdraw from it; and as evidence they 
mention the organizations of the democratic socialists which afford their members the same 
conditions of liberty for entry and exit, and yet are authoritarian. 

The truth is that the organizations of the democratic socialists are authoritarian because 
their program is authoritarian. As regards organization itself, no matter how infected it is by 
authoritarian methods, it still acts as a restraint rather than an incentive to authoritarianism. 
Indeed, is anyone going to argue that the leading lights of the socialist party would wield less 
authority over their socialist comrades, if their comrades were unorganized? 

The same is true with us. The organization of all is the remedy against domination by a 
few. In practice, disorganization results in uncontrolled, unaccountable dictatorship, by those 
of us who can produce a newspaper, deliver lectures, or in some other way hoard the 
strength of all for the benefit of their own leanings. 


Behind all of this hides a misunderstanding. 

Thanks to the authoritarian education that everybody receives in today’s society, our 
opponents are unable to imagine an organization without immediately thinking about a 
whole hierarchy of bosses and deputy bosses, governing centers, legislative councils, 
bureaucratic systems, etc. 

We on the other hand suggest that those who want the same thing and intend to bring it 
about using the same methods, should unite, not for the purpose of giving up their will and 
their initiative, but in order to educate and help each other in the common work, to 
coordinate into a common cause various initiatives which, in isolation, might be reciprocally 
neutralized; and to find in the union the means without which the right to free initiative is a 
simple irony. 

We accept, and always have accepted, the principle of autonomy of individuals within 
groups, and of groups within federations: but we want the common program to be the bond, 
the only required bond. It is against this idea of a program that our opponents rebel. 

But is their rebellion serious? 

Forget about their less than witty dig about a “program dictated by one individual.” 
While it seems to us impossible, if there was an individual, blessed with sufficient genius to 
dictate unaided a new program that wins us over and befits us, we would not deny ourselves 
its benefits because the initiative had originated from a single individual... and it is odd that 
we are pushed into saying this by those who are forever talking about individual initiative! 
The fact is that the anarchist socialist program is the fruit of collective development which, 
even ignoring its forerunners, lasted several decades, and which no one individual could 
claim to have authored. 

But the issue is this: do our opponents accept or reject the system of ideas that constitute 


anarchist socialism? 

We understand that they want the program to have the maximum breadth, the maximum 
elasticity possible; but ultimately, even they must acknowledge boundaries, beyond which 
one cannot go without losing one’s right to call oneself an anarchist. Otherwise, in addition 
to the we are all socialists claimed by many reactionaries, one of these days we are going to 
have to add that we are all anarchists from similar reactionaries. 

Our opponents seek “the abolition of private property and the socialization of the means 
of production and exchange”; they want “the de facto abolition of any and every form of 
State, government, law, authority”; we know that they reject electoral and parliamentary 
methods and embrace revolutionary methods... so how the hell do they come to us claiming 
that they have no program! They can more or less diverge from our program, and are within 
their rights to do so; but claiming that they have no program merely means playing with 
words. 

As they are indeed creating a logomachy (war of words) over the meaning of the word 
party. “Party”—they say—“to us, means clique.” They are at liberty to change the meaning of 
words; but then there is no way of understanding each other. 

Party truly has a broader meaning than organization. Party means the whole of all those 
who fight for a given purpose; while a given organization is joined by those who, sharing the 
same purpose, wish to unite their own forces to struggle in consensus; and therefore within a 
single party there may be, and there are ordinarily, various organizations. 

Our opponents can say whatever they like about not belonging to any party: but as long 
as they wish for the abolition of any form of government, people will still say they belong to 
the anarchist party. 

Wars against the dictionary are hard to win. 


With the preceding remarks we are far from believing that the issue of organization has been 
exhausted, and we will surely return to it again. 

We simply hope our opponents will set aside debates over the meaning of words, as much 
as possible, and discuss with us the points on which they actually disagree with our program. 


128 The words inside square brackets are part of the original title. 

129 With this article begins the debate between Errico Malatesta and Giuseppe Ciancabilla that they would 
conduct through their respective newspapers, La Questione Sociale and L’Aurora. It would later erupt 
into a bitter personal diatribe. 

130 See note 32. 


Eight Hours of Work 


Translated from “Otto ore di lavoro,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 1 
(September 9, 1899) 


A comrade from a town in France writes: 

“I suggested to several workmates that they subscribe to the paper and everyone gave me 
the same answer: I don’t have time to read. 

“And it is a disheartening answer because it is true. Indeed, we work from 6 in the 
morning until 6.30 in the evening, and many of us have to walk an hour in the morning and 
an hour in the evening between home and the workshop and vice versa. If someone has a 
few small chores to do, that leaves just six hours of rest. And what rest! Getting up in the 
morning we are more tired than we were when we went to bed. Where can we get the time 
and strength to read, study and reflect upon social problems? 

“From this perspective I would perhaps support the eight-hour law; since, economically 
speaking, it does not improve the conditions of workers, it would at least leave them time to 
study and delve into the social question. Our rulers understand this, as we do, which is why 
they are careful not to vote for it, limiting themselves at best to putting on smoke and 
mirrors for voters.” 

Allow us to make a few remarks. 

We believe that there is no question that working 8 hours for a master is better than 
working 10, or 12, or 14, or 16 hours. Of course it would not be liberation. Besides the fact 
that the worker would still continue to be exploited, and remain nothing but a tool in the 
production mechanism in the hands of the masters, who use the worker as they please for 
their own profit, the worker would remain vulnerable to wage cuts, lack of work and all the 
troubles resulting from the battle which, in modern society, every man is forced to fight 
against everyone else. But, that being so, it is no less true that there are degrees of suffering; 
and that between a worker, who working 16 hours a day has no time, neither to study nor to 
wash himself and kiss his children, and one who works 8 hours, there is a real and large 
difference not only in conditions, but also in opportunity to understand what causes the 
suffering that afflicts him and to work towards his emancipation. 

Does it follow that we should add the 8 hours of work to our program? 

No. We are convinced—and all the facts confirm our conviction—that the bourgeoisie will 
make no concession unless compelled to do so by force, or fear of force, and therefore, since 
it is necessary to become stronger to squeeze out a little, it would be foolish to not use one’s 
own strength to get everything. After all, when one comes to understand the fundamental 
injustice of the present organization of society and the remedy which alone can bring well- 
being, freedom, and peace among men, it is difficult to get excited about reforms that fall 
short of resolving the problem. We must, therefore, always and everywhere, preach the 
necessity of a radical transformation of society, and every man’s right to complete 
emancipation from any economic and political oppression. 

Yet our program is one thing, but the state of consciousness attained by those masses, 
without whose involvement our ideals can not be achieved, is quite another. 

Today it happens that most workers who rebel against their slave conditions and start to 
fight back against their masters do not yet understand the justice and feasibility of our 
program, and limit themselves to asking for some more or less important improvement. 

So we must always fly our flag fully unfurled before their eyes, we must always push 


them to demand greater things; but meanwhile we must encourage and assist them in the 
battles they want to fight, provided that they are in the right direction, which is to say, that 
they tend to facilitate future gains and are fought in such a way that workers become used to 
thinking of their masters and governments as enemies, and to desiring to achieve what they 
want by themselves. 

Many workers wish to not work over 8 hours. Nothing could be more justifiable. 

The reform is among those that tend to actually improve the status of workers and 
facilitate future gains; and we, when we cannot convince them to demand more, we must 
support them in such a modest claim. But, in supporting them, we must show them the way 
by which a worker can and must get what he wants, and combat the harmful tendency of 
waiting for improvements through government action; since 8 hours of work is one thing, and 
the 8 hour law is quite another. 

The comrade, whose letter we quoted, does not seem to have clearly perceived the 
difference. 

Asking the legislative authorities for a law, that requires people to not work and not make 
others work more than 8 hours, is useless and harmful. 

It is useless since the government never concedes anything unless it is convinced that, if 
something is not conceded, the people will take it for themselves; and when, in order to 
throw dust in people’s eyes or for other special situations, the government makes some law 
favorable to the people before the people want it and have the strength to demand it, the law 
is not enforced or it is enforced in such a way as to produce an effect different from the one 
it appeared to target, and hurts rather than helps workers. 

It is harmful, since the workers, waiting for the government to deliver the reform they 
desire, stop fighting for it directly; and thus either they fail to achieve it, or they achieve it 
only much later when they are not prepared to force its implementation. 

Look at what happened in Colorado. About three months ago the 8-hour law passed by 
that state’s legislature came into force. The masters stated they would comply with the law’s 
requirements, but that they would decrease wages in proportion to the decreased work 
hours. As a result, the smelters in Denver, Pueblo, Leadville, etc. called a strike. 

At first it seemed as if the strike would succeed, as it was spreading to the mines and 
other industries, and hopes rose of a general strike that would force the capitalists to give in; 
but the movement came to a halt and the victory remained with the masters. 

After two months of struggle the smelters went back to work accepting everything 
imposed by the companies: and it is not unlikely that, unable to survive with reduced wages, 
one of these days the workers may call for the law to be repealed or themselves help the 
masters circumvent it. 

It is clear: if eight hours had been won directly by the workers, they would have found 
themselves strong enough to block wage reductions. Granted by the government, it serves no 
purpose, or does harm, since the capitalists can always, one way or another, do as they 
please.131 

And there is more. The economic and moral conditions of workers are very different from 
one place to another, from one trade to another. When workers fight directly they can get 
reforms as they reach the moral and material strength required to impose them. Conversely 
putting one’s faith in the law, given that the law cannot provide for every specific case and 
must apply to an entire state, or at least an entire trade, the more underdeveloped elements 
hinder the progress of the rest and are used by the government as justification and power to 
not concede anything. This is what is happening in England for the 8-hours law in favor of 
miners, where the fact that a fraction of miners oppose the law is used as an excuse to not 
pass it. 

Therefore, when it’s not possible to do better, go for the eight hours; but let this be 


imposed upon capitalists through the direct action of the workers, and not conceded by the 
government. 
Beware of Danaans bearing gifts!132 


131 Besides meeting opposition from industrialists, the law also ran into difficulty at the institutional level. 
It was repeatedly found unconstitutional by the Colorado Supreme Court, as it violated the right of 
workers to sell their own labor as they saw fit. In later years, the eight hours of work would be at the 
heart of further strikes in Colorado mines, culminating in the Colorado Labor Wars of 1903-1904, 
during which anti-worker violence would reach some of the highest levels in the history of the 
United States. 

132 These words, now proverbial, come from Virgil (The Aeneid, II, 49), who had them spoken by Laoco6én 
to dissuade the Trojans from welcoming the wooden horse left by the Greeks (identified as the 
“Danaans”) into their city. 


Discussion (A Reply to the “Dissidents”) 


Translated from “Discutendo (Replica ai ‘dissidenti’),” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, 
new series, no. 2 (September 16, 1899) 


Today, Wednesday, we receive the first issue of the newspaper L’Aurora which is dated 
Saturday September 16, and we find inside a “reply” dedicated to us.133 

The tone of the response in question is rather bitter. We will not imitate our sister 
publication, because that would only end in harsh words, and we intend instead to reason 
with the purpose of learning something useful from what our opponents say and supporting 
that which, nevertheless, we believe to be the truth. We shall only point out that we had 
spoken of “issues about ways of expressing oneself, which we find incorrect and ambiguous” 
whereas L’Aurora says that we have accused them of “incorrect and ambiguous methods.” 
The difference is plain for all to see; and if our opponents misread us so badly, so as to 
confuse an insult with an opinion, which is a matter for the dictionary to resolve, they must 
truly be in a troubled state of mind. 

And now we come to the discussion. 

First of all a few factual issues: 

L’Aurora denies that the ideas expressed in the “Declarations of the Dissidents” are 
different from those previously upheld by the dissidents themselves. Filling the paper with 
quotations seems useless to us. Our readers, who are the same readers of L’Aurora, are 
familiar with the writings to which we refer and may judge for themselves whether there 
really is a marked difference between the current of opinion recently expressed by LA 
QUESTIONE SOCIALE and that now expressed by the “dissidents” and their organ L’Aurora. 
For that matter, all we can do is celebrate an evolution that brings them closer to us. 

L’Aurora talks about “arguments and behavior that have been able to expose the truly 
anti-libertarian and authoritarian aspect of the incipient organization.” To say this, in 
Paterson, where all the comrades have first-hand knowledge of the facts, requires genuine 
courage: courage that will not help hide the truth. We want to do everything possible to 
avoid issues of a personal nature and so we will not fire back accusations at our opponents. 
We simply ask them to clarify the facts: it will then become clear that they are leveling 
charges of anti-libertarianism and authoritarianism against those who did not wish to submit 
to their authority. 

L’Aurora suggests that Malatesta’s influence has caused an ideological change among the 
Paterson comrades. This would not be upsetting to Malatesta, since if he makes propaganda 
it is precisely in hopes of persuading people; and it should not offend anyone, since those 
who read and listen and discuss do so in order to broaden their own minds, and, if they 
become convinced that they were wrong they should think themselves fortunate to have had 
the opportunity to realize as much. 

However the circumstances are different. The comrades from the Diritto all’Esistenza group 
have always held the ideas that LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE now supports and had already 
supported before this most recent period. Recently for reasons better not rehashed, the 
newspaper came under the control of an editor who was later known to have different 
opinions from those of the group. The comrades, lacking someone who was able to write, 
found themselves at a crossroads: either let the paper die, or put up with an editorial team 
they did not agree with. They preferred the latter course, as a temporary stopgap useful 
solely to save the life of the paper, and they devoted themselves to finding a way out of such 


a distorted situation. 

The editors of L’Aurora are aware of all the conflicts caused by the difference between the 
ideas of those who used to edit the paper and the ideas held by the group, and we are 
amazed to see they recall the facts so poorly, and attribute a value to Malatesta he doesn’t 
deserve. Moreover the very fact that Malatesta came to America is proof of what we are 
saying. 

Since Malatesta’s ideas are well known, why would the comrades have invited him to 
come and provided him with the means to do so, unless they shared the same ideas and the 
desire to see them spread and championed? 

But let us discuss ideas, and avoid personal issues. 

Two issues are currently under discussion: the organization of the laboring masses and 
the organization of the anarchists. Since these are issues that will be addressed in their full 
complexity in the newspaper, we shall limit ourselves in this debate to that which can 
prevent misrepresentation of our thinking and slander (doubtlessly unintended) of our 
intentions. 

L’Aurora credits Malatesta and us with the idea of seeking first to organize the 
unconscious masses and then expecting this organization to miraculously develop an 
anarchist consciousness. 

That is not precisely what we are saying. If an unconscious mass did exist, it would not be 
a human mass and it would be unorganizable. What we say is that society and individual 
consciousness are tied together by the sort of relationships existing between the chicken and 
the egg. Which came first, the chicken or the egg? 

At the first glimmer of consciousness—which we might almost call physiological—formed 
(we do not know how, nor does it matter for our argument) during the presocial battle for 
survival, the first social embryos originated; and then by means of reciprocal action of the 
social aggregate on the individual and vice versa, society and individual consciousness 
developed simultaneously. And only within society (and society means organization), only by 
means of society was man able to arrive at a genuinely human consciousness; just as it was, 
through society, through the multiple relationships with those who share similar hopes and a 
struggle for shared interests and ideals, one can arrive at that higher stage of consciousness 
which we call anarchist consciousness. 

How do our opponents think consciousness develops if they think that it can take shape 
away from the practice of life, simply hearing certain theories be spoken? 

What we desire is that every individual, whatever their ambitions, whatever level of 
consciousness they have reached, band together, organize with those who share common 
interests and goals, and thus find in union the means to defend and pursue those interests 
and aspirations, and an opportunity to grow and develop. 

But, our opponents say, “an unconscious, unorganized mass, in order to be organized 
necessarily presupposes an organizer, who will exercise over it a more or less likable, but still 
authoritarian influence.” 

And for an unconscious individual to attain consciousness, for somebody not familiar with 
our ideas to learn them, does that not therefore require somebody to conduct propaganda 
work, and thus consequently wield influence over them? 

If there is a danger of authority, it is greater in the second case, when the target of the 
propaganda owes all his ideas to a propagandist, rather than the first case, when the 
individual lives in an ongoing exchange of ideas with a community and thus forms an 
increasingly enlightened consciousness without becoming indebted to any particular 
individual. 

But is this fear of the influence that one individual may wield over others justified and 
reasonable? Is not perhaps the influence that men wield over one another, rather, the source, 


and the necessary condition of society and progress? When we speak and write are we not 
perhaps seeking to exercise our own influence? Isn’t our battle with the other parties a battle 
for influence, an ongoing effort to combat influences that we see as harmful and to make the 
ones we regard as good succeed? 

When we fight against authority we certainly do not intend to abolish the moral action 
that men exert over one another: that would be impossible, and even if it were possible it 
would mean returning men to an animal state. The authority that we want to destroy is 
imposition, not persuasion. 


And we come to the organization of anarchists. 

As L’Aurora correctly says, within the anarchist party or movement, we form a special 
organization, a special party, if you prefer to call it that, made up of those who not only 
think the same way and share the same goals, but who also believe in the usefulness of 
banding together and working in unity. 

Will our organization be “the anarchist party”? That depends on what others will be and 
will do. If those anarchists, who do not embrace our methods or for some reason do not want 
to unite with us, fail to make the public aware of their existence—either for lack of numbers 
or for lack of organization—the public will say that we are the anarchist party; if the 
opposite should come to pass we will only be and appear as a given element of the party, a 
given current of the anarchist movement. 

Are we saying that outside of our party, outside of our program there is no liberation? 

Who ever imagined such a thing? We merely spell out the methods that we deem best and 
follow them. If others indicate and practice different methods, we will accept or reject those, 
depending on whether or not we deem them good. Results will later validate or invalidate 
our opinions. 

L’Aurora accepts the part of our program that concerns our goals; but it rejects our tactics, 
or rather it does not want anarchists to declare their methods of struggle, so as to be able to 
recognize and unite with those adopting the same methods. 

L’Aurora is entirely free to open its arms to all and get along, if it can, with all who call 
themselves anarchists. 

As for us, while we would like everyone to spell out their currents of opinion and put 
their ideas to the test, we believe that the confusion would be very damaging to both the 
development of ideas and the action these ideas must exert in life. Everybody is free—but 
united only when they agree with each other and then only on those issues upon which they 
agree. 

How could we, for example, join and not fight against those anarchists—and there could 
be some—who accept parliamentary tactics? 

How could we present ourselves as comrades in a workers’ association with those 
anarchists who instead of getting involved to fight alongside the workers and attempt to 
broaden the fight and steer it in the direction of total abolition of capitalism and 
government, get involved with the purpose of hurting the association and think they are 
doing the right thing by breaking strikes and going to the extreme length—and this has 
happened—of being paid by the masters in order to preach that workers’ resistance is a 
useless and damaging activity? 

When the revolution arrives, in Italy for example, there may be anarchists who, for fear of 
a return to the monarchy, believe it would be expedient to help the republic consolidate 
itself. Could we agree with them, we who believe that if the republic does consolidate itself it 


will be the same as the monarchy? 

In short, it may be the case that we are wrong, and that those who embrace methods 
others than ours are right. But it is clearly impossible that everyone is correct. 

Saying that all means are valid is among the greatest mistakes ever spoken. 


And now let us look at why our organization would be authoritarian. 

L’Aurora alleges that we admitted that organization in and of itself is infected by 
authoritarian methods. Our opponents should reread what we wrote and they will see that 
we were talking about the organization of the democratic socialists and not our own. What 
the hell! 

We said that organization is a guarantee against the dominance of individuals, and that 
even among the democratic socialist organization, despite the authoritarian practices by 
which it is infected, serves more as a restraint than an aid to authoritarianism. Indeed, when 
in Italy the chapters of the International were broken up largely because of the work of 
Costa, who found those chapters a hindrance to his doing as he pleased, he wielded an 
authority, a dictatorship over his disorganized comrades that was certainly greater than that 
now exercised by all the socialist deputies taken together. 

But let us talk about our own organization. 

Our organization, we argue, is absolutely not authoritarian, because nobody has the right 
to impose their will on anyone else, and nobody is forced to follow decisions that they have 
not accepted. 

We have a shared program, and this represents not a requirement imposed upon others, 
but what each of us believes, the very purpose why we have banded together. 

We published our program, they object, without first discussing it with every comrade in 
the United States. If material difficulties did not prevent us from doing so, we would gladly 
discuss it with comrades even all over the world; but that is not a necessity. Ours is not a 
new program, and for a long time has been the belief of part (we are not about to argue 
whether we are a few or nearly all) of the anarchists. We are republishing it, and think we 
are interpreting the wishes of the immense majority of Italian comrades living in this 
country. Moreover nobody is under any obligation to accept it; everyone however will think 
that it is fair that we make propaganda—exercising our influence—in favor of the views in 
which we believe. 

But we, they continue to object, we delegate roles. And is it possible, we respond, to live 
without doing so? And what would be the utility of the association without division of labor 
and delegation of roles? If our opponents have money that belongs to the group would they 
not have a treasurer? Don’t they have somebody in charge of editing their newspaper? If they 
have a letter to write, are they not going to commission one person to write it? 

But we accept the will of the majority in group resolutions! 

Let us be clear. For us the majority has no rights over the minority; but that does not 
impede, when we are not all unanimous and this concerns opinions over which nobody 
wishes to sacrifice the existence of the group, we voluntarily, by tacit agreement, let the 
majority decide. 

For example take the selection of a meeting date: would it make sense to disband the 
group because the same date does not suit everyone? Or does the majority need to defer to 
the minority? 

Our opponents speak willingly about anarchist education. They have never considered 
that not only must an anarchist learn to do as they desire, but also to do so in a way that 


does no harm to others; they must seek the full expression of their own personality, but must 
also have that spirit of flexibility, without which any difference of opinion would create an 
unresolvable conflict, making a society without authority impossible. 


To conclude. Our opponents do not accept our ideas: indeed they fight against us. But they 
do not say they find all tactics acceptable, since they start with rejecting ours. 


133 The response was to the article “Setting the Record Straight [Concerning the declarations of the 
‘Dissidents’],” p. 61. L’Aurora replied with “Setting the Record Straight (A Response to ‘La Questione 
Sociale’).” 


The Twentieth of September Celebration 


Translated from “La festa del XX settembre,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 2 (September 16, 1899) 


Despite the propaganda made by socialists and anarchists against these spectacles that 
dishonor and ridicule the Italians in this country, this year there will once again be some 
who, to celebrate the Twentieth of September, will shamelessly show themselves off wearing 
the uniform of Italian soldiers.134 

But this does not mean that our propaganda has had no impact: many have understood 
what a foolish and undignified thing they are doing; and if out of old habit and to avoid 
separating from their friends they still do it, they do so reluctantly and try not to be seen. 
Some go along with it, they have said so themselves, because they have already bought the 
uniform and do not want to have spent money for nothing, like the miser who, having 
bought himself a laxative, and no longer having any need of it, drinks it anyway... to let 
nothing go to waste! At a public gathering—and not one of his friends contradicted him— 
one of them told us that they had no intention of paying any sort of tribute to the 
government of Italy and that they dressed up as officers of the Italian army the same way as 
they might dress up as clowns! 

Let us hope that this is the last time we see such masks. 

Indeed, what is this holiday all about? 

Celebrating the Twentieth of September is understood as an opportunity to declare one’s 
opposition to the government of priests... provided you do not forget that the Italian 
government entered Rome by force, spurred on by the threat of revolution; that it left the 
priests as much strength and power as it could, which the priests needed; and that through 
its policies it managed to make people long for the Pope’s government. 

But why then dress up as the King’s soldiers? 

Those who make great show of putting on a uniform, which still drips with the blood of 
Italy’s proletarians, have been forced to flee from Italy by poverty that the government helps 
to generate; for the most part they come from towns where soldiers have used rifles against 
peasants calling for a decrease in taxes; many of them are deserters or draft-dodgers; none of 
them would go to Italy if the King were to call upon them to defend his cause; in reality none 
of them are friends of the government... then why this apparent reverence for the 
government that they flee and hate? 

We believe the reason is the following. These Italians feel unloved, left out by workers in 
other countries, and think they gain importance and respect by commemorating the military 
might of their country of origin.135 In reality they succeed only in turning themselves into a 
spectacle... and reminding any who might have forgotten about the beatings the Italian army 
has suffered every time it has entered the field against armed soldiers rather than defenseless 
workers. 

May our fellow countrymen reflect upon the reasons why they are generally looked down 
upon, and may them realize that it is because they show so little solidarity with other 
workers and readily accept lower wages. 

May they unite with workers of every nationality, may they show solidarity with them in 
the fight against the masters, and they will get the sympathy and respect, to which they are 
entitled as men and as workers. 


134 September 20, 1870 was the date of the breach of Porta Pia and the consequent annexation of Rome and 


what was left of the Papal States to the Kingdom of Italy. Malatesta had also referred to this holiday 
in his lectures (See “Malatesta Lectures,” p. 78). On the occasion of this anniversary anarchists and 
socialists held a joint demonstration at the Proletario Hall in Paterson, at which Malatesta and Esteve 
spoke on behalf of the former and Rondani and Cianfarra on behalf of the latter. Brief reports of the 
demonstration appeared in La Questione Sociale and Il Progresso Italo-Americano of September 23 and 
in Il Proletario of September 30. This last newspaper, in its September 23 issue, also referred to a 
similar lecture given by Malatesta and Rondani in Newark (New Jersey). 

135 Similar ideas had been aired in the Paterson lecture against the Twentieth of September. La Questione 
Sociale mentions that “all agreed to stigmatize the patriotic racket kicked up by the Italian jingoistic 
bourgeoisie and assisted by the thoughtlessness of that part of the Italian population that naively— 
unfortunately all too naively—thinks it can command the respect of Americans by flaunting the 
liberticidal uniforms of the Italian soldier.” 


Regarding Anarchists Who Vote 


Translated from “A proposito degli anarchici che votano,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 
5, new series, no. 2 (September 16, 1899) 


Here and there around Italy, in recent times, there have been comrades who have gone to 
vote. 

The democratic socialists eagerly rejoice at this embrace of their tactics, and as is their 
habit of pronouncing us dead and buried every time persecution prevents us from conducting 
major public activity, cite this fact as evidence that the abstentionists are performing an act 
of contrition and joining the electoral flock. 

Moreover, many of our comrades, naturally guided by contrary reasons, credit the matter 
with excessive importance, and deplore it as a betrayal of our entire program. 

We loudly criticize the act; but we are not very upset by it, because we know from long 
experience that, generally speaking, this is a matter of passing weakness, prompted more 
than anything else by a great desire to do something and the inability to discover, in today’s 
difficult circumstances, another more effective way that is more consistent with our aim, to 
fight against the government. We know that these comrades, although they have fallen into 
contradictions by going to vote and thus appear to support parliamentarianism, remain at 
heart what they have always been and soon, once the intoxication of the moment has passed, 
will return to their old selves and fight the good fight alongside us. 

What is happening today is not a new phenomenon. Unfortunately, in every period of the 
movement, there have been anarchists who, though broadly acknowledging the contradiction 
between our aims and the parliamentary approach, in practice have then gone out and voted; 
either on account of sympathy for personal friends, or because they have been dragged into 
the machinery of local campaigns, or for fear that their abstention would benefit the 
government-endorsed candidate and thus they would find themselves exposed to criticism 
and suspicions, or perhaps for worse reasons. 

But what does this prove besides the fact that anarchists are also subject to all kinds of 
human weaknesses? 

Since when have individual inconsistencies been proof that a party is wrong in remaining 
loyal to its program? 

Even worse things happen in times of great persecution. The government blocks ordinary 
means of propaganda and agitation from us and many anarchists, having no other means of 
action suited to the circumstances, lacking anything better, say that they oppose the 
government by going out to vote—only to revert to previous methods once the situation 
becomes normal again. Then there are protest elections, and in that case the noblest 
sentiments of generosity, solidarity with the persecuted, hatred of persecution, not guided by 
a sufficiently clear concept of the duties our ideal requires from us, drive many toward the 
ballot box who, in different circumstances, would be proud opponents of anything suggestive 
of parliamentarianism. 

So there is no reason for the parliamentary socialists to open their hearts to the hope of 
seeing us all convert, as we have no reason to fear the destruction of our party. 

This is not to say that our comrades should not actively combat this kind of weaknesses 
and look for ways to prevent it. 

Parliamentarianism is the big danger of tomorrow, and we must do what we can to 
prevent the fallacy from taking root that a good parliament might be possible, which would be 


just as harmful as the theory that there might be such a thing as a good king. 

It will be the parliament elected by the people that will strangle the next revolution in its 
swaddling clothes. We will be the ones who, by opposing the parliament and seeking to 
obstruct appointments, will ensure that the revolution really is a serious undertaking that 
leads to the emancipation of workers. 

We will revisit this important topic in detail. 


Malatesta Lectures 


Translated from “Conferenze Malatesta,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 
2 (September 16, 1899) 


Many comrades ask us to publish reports of Malatesta’s lectures. 

We are sorry we cannot accommodate them, but the undertaking is impossible. 

If we were to provide a short summary, it would serve no purpose; and if we were to 
attempt in-depth reports, there would not be enough space. 

Our comrade does not waste his time; so far he has delivered a series of lectures on the 
following topics: 


The anarchists’ response to the current situation in Europe; 
Parliamentarianism; 

The Twentieth of September Celebration; 

Anarchists and what they want; 

The Social Question; 

The Family; 

Anarchists and Workers’ Unions; 


In Passaic, a lecture on the subject “The Needs of the working class” was unable to 
proceed as Malatesta was unavailable, and his place was taken by comrade Esteve. 
All of these lectures left a deep impression on the minds of those present. 
Malatesta will be giving the following lectures soon: 


Friday, September 15 in Newark 
Saturday, September 16 in Orange Valley 
Sunday, September 17 in West Hobokeni3« 
Monday September 18 in Brooklyn 
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On September 23 comrade Malatesta will begin his propaganda tour in the United States and 
will leave directly for Barre, and later will return by way of Boston, to New York. 

From September 22 onwards, comrades living in the intermediate areas of West Quincy, 
Providence, New Haven, New London, Bridgeport, Danbury, and others along the route are 
asked to write to the following address: Errico Malatesta, 47 Granite Street, Barre, Vt. 


136 West Hoboken, in New Jersey, corresponds to today’s Union City. 


Anarchist-Socialist Federation 


Translated from “Federazione Socialista-Anarchica,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, 
new series, no. 3 (September 23, 1899) 


The opponents of organization have a habit of reproaching us for the fact that after all the 
time we have been talking about organization of anarchists, we have never managed to build 
the wide-ranging, enduring, and continually developing organization we desire. 

As an argument against organization this means nothing. We have not yet managed to 
organize ourselves as we would like, just as we have not thus far managed to make the 
revolution, without this proving that we are wrong to want to get organized and make the 
revolution. The organization of us anarchists, and the anarchist organization of the masses, 
which would be free from authoritarianism, is not something that can be achieved in a day 
or in a year: it is the ongoing purpose of our work, and when we succeed it can be said that 
we have won. Not having won thus far is not enough to persuade us that we should stop 
fighting to win! Besides, what matters more than an effective, consistent organization, the 
likes of which faces tremendous difficulties given today’s conditions—scarcity of resources, 
continual changes in residency, often a lack within groups of those skilled and able to sustain 
sufficiently active correspondence, and above all government persecution, which makes 
writing and keeping addresses dangerous and which, by regularly breaking up our groups 
and conducting mass arrests, periodically undoes the work already performed—what matters 
more, again, is the spirit of organization, that is the belief in the usefulness and necessity of 
seeking the cooperation of others in all things, and the readiness to join other comrades and 
work together, as soon as the opportunity arises. 

When this spirit exists, an organization can be broken up a thousand times, due to 
internal difficulties or external violence; but the work performed during the time of its 
existence is never lost, and soon it can resume stronger than before. 

This however does not justify the inactivity of so many comrades, who favor organization 
but remain isolated or almost isolated, and do not engage in any form of ongoing methodical 
activity in coordination with others. They lack the spirit of organization that we just 
mentioned; they lack the depth of conviction that brings about the will, the urge to act upon 
one’s own ideas, and they lack the practice that preserves and develops one’s faculties. 

Therefore there is a need to deepen our convictions through study and reflection, and to 
act in accordance with these convictions. 

The situation here in the United States, though bad, is exceptionally favorable for us as 
compared to continental Europe: there are more resources than elsewhere, and there is the 
possibility of a kind of work that keeps developing, perhaps slowly, but without too much 
danger of brutal intervention by the government. We need to take advantage of the 
circumstances to build a force that, sooner or later, in one way or another, can help our 
cause when the occasion arises, especially in Italy, which is the country we come from, 
whose language we speak and where consequently we can exercise our influence with 
greater efficiency. 

Below we publish a statement of principles and a social pact that some years ago, by the 
initiative of the San Francisco comrades, served as the basis for an attempted Federation 
between the Italian anarchists of North America.137 To the best of our knowledge, many 
groups supported the Pact, but then, we believe, because they did not create an agency 
especially responsible for maintaining relations between the different groups, correspondence 


ceased and the Federation died before it could be fully formed. 

It is time to resume this attempt with a firm determination to succeed. 

We therefore propose that any willing group take the initiative and appoint a Provisional 
Correspondence Committee, which will collect support from groups (and comrades not yet in a 
group) of the United States. The document we publish below might serve as a basis for 
affiliation, as it rather adequately presents anarchist-socialist principles and the method by 
which anarchists group together. Once a given number of members has been reached, a 
congress, or something of the sort, may establish the definitive format of the Pact and replace 
the temporary committee chosen by just one group with a committee appointed by all. 

Thus we wait for someone to take this initiative. In the meantime, here is the document: 


(Under the title “Anarchist-Socialist Federation of Italian Workers in North America” follows an 
11-item “Statement of Principles” and a 13-item “Social Pact” of the “Italian Workers’ Anarchist 
Socialist Alliance,” which was founded in San Francisco on the basis of the aforementioned 
statement of principles and that, according to the first item of the Pact, “adheres to the solidarity 
pact of the Anarchist-Socialist Federation of North America, which is inspired by these same 
principles.” 


137 The initiative had been taken in the first months of 1896, during Pietro Gori’s long coast-to-coast 
propaganda tour. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 3 (September 23, 1899) 


New York’s Il Proletario boasts of being “the only Italian socialist newspaper in the United 
States.” 

If they said this on the fourth page, among the more or less charlatan-like news it deems 
fit to print, we should think no more about it. But since the claim is made in the central part 
of the newspaper, where there should be a strict requirement that nothing untrue be 
published, we ask our kind sister paper to explain to us why, according to it, we are not 
socialists.13s 

If they do not respond... we will not say anything, but we will certainly think poorly of 
them. 


138 The fourth page of Il Proletario was usually given over entirely to advertising. The phrase in question 
was framed by a small box, published regularly on the front page, which read: “Workers! Read Il 
Proletario, the only Italian socialist newspaper in the United States.” 


On Behalf of Cesare Batacchi 


Translated from “Per Cesare Batacchi,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 3 
(September 23, 1899) 


After twenty years—twenty years spent in a penitentiary by honest workers, guilty only of 
professing anarchist socialist principles and belonging to the International—public opinion is 
finally awakening to the fact, which has been clear to anyone who has ever looked at the 
subject, that those who were convicted for tossing a bomb into the middle of the parade in 
Florence in 1878 were the victims of an enormous judicial disgrace. 

Of those convicted only Cesare Batacchi remains in the penitentiary, and under the terms 
of his sentence he must stay there for the remainder of his life. 

It is necessary to rescue him, but to do so will require strong and persistent action to force 
the government to do justice. It would be a deadly mistake to think it’s enough to draw the 
attention of the authorities to this appalling abomination. Even prior to sentencing the 
authorities were aware that the arrested men were innocent; they had proof thereafter that 
the witnesses for the prosecution were false, and they never wanted to review the case. 

If we want to obtain this act of justice, as any other, we must impose it. 

For the comrades in Italy, this is an opportunity to show their courage. 

Remember Batacchi is a comrade of ours and is in a penitentiary for having followed our 
ideas. 


Them too! 


Translated from “Anche essi!” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 3 
(September 23, 1899) 


There had remained one last remnant of the old republicanism in Italy. They were hardly 
modern folk: uncompromising in their defense of the sacred institution of property, they 
retained all the wrath that inspired the Mazzinian attacks against the International, they had 
no understanding of contemporary problems, and promised us a republic that, apart from 
words always full of promises and most likely good intentions, would have been the 
undisputed kingdom of the bourgeoisie. But they had something that made them likable: 
they were obstinate enemies of the monarchy and wanted no contact with it, vesting all their 
hopes in revolution. They were the only republicans who remained abstentionists and who 
had no aspirations to serve as deputies in the monarchy’s parliament. 

Now it seems that they too, retracting old and recent excommunications, are following 
the way of the others. 

According to the republican newspaper L’Italia, which is pleased by the development, “in 
the upcoming electoral contest the last stubborn supporters of abstentionism, including some 
of the most uncompromising, will conform to the universally accepted rule of conduct and 
perhaps will give their name to the struggle.” 

Did you understand that? now running in the electoral race with the hope of becoming a 
deputy, with all the major and minor perks of the job, is described as giving one’s name to 
the struggle! 

Another time these same people gave their skins to the struggle with the prospect of being 
killed or ending up in prison. 

We liked them better the way they were before. 


SECTION III: Touring New England 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 4 (September 30, 1899) 


We have received and publish: 
New York, September 23, 1899 
Dear friends, 

I hear there is someone who, speaking about my lectures, describes me as saying things... 
different from what I actually think and say. 

I really cannot understand why some people—those same people who feign fear of 
predominant personal influences—are so preoccupied with me personally. The value of ideas 
resides in their inherent truth or falsity, and they should be defended or opposed for their 
own merits, without so much concern for the person who professes such ideas. 

In any case, since they are so preoccupied with me, allow me to state that I cannot be 
considered responsible for ideas that my opponents attribute to me. 

Anyone wishing to know for sure what my thinking is need only come and listen to me 
and engage me in discussion; or read LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE (new series) with which I am 
in perfect agreement. 

Forgive me for being forced to talk about myself. 


Sincerely yours 
ERRICO Malatesta. 


Oddino Morgari’s “True Anarchist” 


Translated from “‘Il vero anarchico’ di Oddino Morgari,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, 
new series, no. 4 (September 30, 1899) 


Oddino Morgari, a socialist deputy in the Italian parliament, is a friendly and good man: no 
one who knows him will question his good faith, his passionate desire to do good. But for 
anybody wanting to know and understand the truth, it is dangerous to rely upon the 
descriptions of people and things that he publishes in Avanti! 

He is an artist: he is deeply impressed by the outward appearance of things, by sharp 
contrasts, by the exceptional—and he seeks and masterfully manages to convey to his readers 
the impressions he has acquired. As for getting to the bottom of things, dissecting them, and 
looking at them from every angle... that is too prosaic for him. And good Oddino is indeed 
sincerely convinced that he is the most practical and least poetic fellow in the world! 

For instance: some time ago he paid a visit to the coatti on Lampedusa, he was impressed 
by the fact that the lack of rain renders the island infertile and for this reason land ownership 
is nearly more a burden than a blessing... and he promptly deduced from this that poverty 
depends on the scarcity of products, and that the social question is a problem of 
production.139 Had he reflected further and had he not so readily given in to the pleasure of 
saying something new (which then turns out to be the old lie with which the bourgeoisie’s 
doctors have tried to justify the current state of affairs) he would have realized that on 
Lampedusa as elsewhere poverty today is produced by the economic-political organization of 
society, and not by “thankless nature,” which man has by now tamed sufficiently to bring 
forth bread... and dripping for all. He would have understood that if it were not for the 
capitalist system attracting capital and labor to where the greatest personal profit lies for the 
masters regardless of the needs of the population, if it were not for the government’s fiscal 
system and if it were not for the state of ignorance in which those islanders find themselves 
on account of their social circumstances, Lampedusa would have been made fertile by means 
of artesian wells and the introduction of crops suited to its soil and climate, as has happened 
on much more sterile rocks when the capitalists or government have so desired;—and had 
this proved impossible the islanders would gladly have abandoned the place and gone off to 
work in places where their labor provided products. He would have understood that, even 
without land, the Lampedusians could have lived bountifully from the products of fishing 
(sponges and sardines) had the local and foreign capitalists not been able to profit from the 
fact that the fishermen have neither the tools for work, nor the capital to feed themselves 
until the fish have been caught and sold, to exploit them unscrupulously;—and he would 
even have come to the old socialist conclusion, that the social problem is largely a problem 
of wealth distribution, since the scarcity of products depends upon the hoarding of land and 
capital, rather than upon man’s inability or nature’s infertility.140 

Similarly Morgari deceived himself when he tried to deal with the anarchists and 
anarchy. 

He saw some anarchists, and became interested in their personal traits; he learned about 
their adventurous lives, he observed the kindness of one, the coarse energy of another and he 
felt and expressed the sympathy that a sincere and good person never fails to feel towards 
good and sincere folk. But he failed to understand, and maybe never even tried to find out, 
what anarchy is, what anarchists want. 

Listen to him and judge for yourselves: 


“Gavilli does not deny being an authoritarian; he would use violence against his own 
comrades if it would advance the purposes of humanity. 141 

“With what right? Don’t anarchist principles advocate above all else absolute personal 
freedom, a complete absence of authority? 

“But the true anarchist feels more than he thinks. He is the poet of the social question. He 
gleans his ideas more from his temperament than from the facts. If logic does not agree with 
it, too bad for logic. 

“He is a strong fellow who needs freedom and upon that need he builds a theory that 
extends to the weak, without thinking that the weak would instead need to be protected 
against the freedom of the strong by means of the law. 

“With regard to food and drink, and thus production (which requires a highly complex 
technical and practical social organization, subordinating the whims and interests of 
individuals to the rational interests of the mass) the anarchist cares as much about this 
question as he did about the first pair of shoes he wore as a child. The subject is too 
excessively pedestrian for his flights of fancy and he breezes past the issue by asserting that 
we already produce three times what is necessary for all, therefore the problem is simply a 
matter of breaking the bonds of ownership and giving people the freedom to enjoy the 
bounty. 

“One cannot persuade the true anarchist; you need to accept him as he is, impassioned 
and violent, sometimes mild-mannered, sometimes wild, always naive, highly ambitious, but 
ready to make sacrifices, waiting for the years to pass and the experience of life and matters 
to pull his feet down to this gray reality, as is unfailingly the case when he is intelligent. In 
which case he matches or indeed surpasses us. 

“.,. thus Gavilli saw fiery sentiment give way to experience and the practical sense within 
him and the need to be useful predominate and lead him to what is usually described as 
possibilist tactics... 

“_] heard your lecture (he said to me squeezing my arm in a friendly way) and, frankly, 
‘there is nothing more to say.’ Once upon a time I used to hate you. Now I have even found 
myself encouraging people to register as voters. It is all good, it all helps. Now I see that you 
are destined to win and that the anarchist society we dreamed of must be preceded by a 
period of ‘authoritarian’ socialism. If I was not certain that legal routes will be cut off, I’ll be 
blunt, I would side with you, but I have that certainty and remain an anarchist.” 


We are leaving to Morgari the full responsibility for what he says of Gavilli. And we declare 
that the idea Morgari has of anarchists is simply burlesque; and if Gavilli had truly and 
deliberately uttered the words that Morgari has him say, and these were not instead hurried 
conclusions gleaned from a few words spoken in a moment of frustration, Gavilli would not 
be an anarchist, neither “true” nor “fake.” 142 

“Fake” anarchists are scoundrels and spies who may enter our ranks, like in any other 
subversive party; but, no matter how honest and sincere they may be, no one can be an 
anarchist who is authoritarian and who would use violence against his own comrades if it would 
advance the purposes of humanity, just as someone is not an anarchist who remains an anarchist 
just because he is certain that the government will cut off legal routes. 

There are those who, misled by certain contingencies of the present struggle, have 
believed they could satisfy their violent instincts and their desire to command by joining our 
ranks and using our means, but they contradict anarchist principles and would have a hard 
time explaining why they claim to be supporters of anarchy; they are not the ones who, 


made wise by the years, change over to government socialists... if they don’t become 
something even worse. 

The anarchist leaves the pretension of saving people by force to the Torquemadas and 
Robespierres of every religion and party. He does not claim the right to use force to impose 
his own will, even for the purposes of doing good; and he believes that violence can very 
well be used to oppress and degrade, but is powerless to elevate and emancipate; and he 
accepts and uses material force only to defend himself and others from the material force 
that the government and the capitalists use to keep the people subdued. 

And what are we to think of an anarchist who states he is only an anarchist because the 
government precludes legal routes, and that he would otherwise go to vote and expect 
parliament to implement his ideals? 

Anarchists are revolutionaries, they want to overthrow the current regime through 
insurrection, because they are convinced there is no other way to succeed; but they are 
anarchists independently of this need to resort to violent means. They are anarchists because 
they do not want government, they do not want parliament, nor any sort of legislative 
power; and if parliament enjoyed full powers and there was no danger of violence from the 
king’s ministers, they would be anti-parliamentarians all the same. Otherwise, what would 
distinguish them from abstentionist republicans? 

“The anarchist society will be preceded by a period of authoritarian socialism.” Perhaps; 
but an anarchist can not desire that, nor work to bring it about. Authoritarian socialism 
would not help prepare people for anarchy; but it would be a phase in the struggle between 
the principle of freedom and the principle of authority, or, in practical terms, between those 
who want to be free and those who cannot seem to decide to be everyone’s equals and want 
at all costs to stand over the rest and give orders. 

According to anarchists, the people will grow accustomed to anarchy not through 
authoritarian socialism, but by fighting against that as much as against any other incarnation 
of authority. 

That the “true anarchist” is not concerned about issues of food and drink, which is to say 
production, and finds such matters “too pedestrian for his flights of fancy” is another... 
poetic license taken by Morgari. Quite the opposite, among the many reasons we reject 
authoritarian and dictatorial methods, advocated by certain revolutionaries, extremely 
fundamental is the belief that the issue of production is of vital importance and that it cannot 
be resolved through authoritarian means, but must be resolved by means of the direct efforts 
of freely associated producers themselves. And besides, one of our best-known writers, 
Kropotkin, has made a specialty of the technical study of the issue of production, especially 
agricultural production.143 

True, some anarchists argued that we produce a lot more than is necessary for all, and 
this was a serious mistake; but even that is not enough to justify the fantastic notion that 
Morgari has of the “true anarchist.”144 That error is, in terms of its consequences, in all cases 
less serious and less dangerous than the error peddled by Morgari that socialism should 
target increased production over greater equality in distribution. 

Let Morgari be persuaded: the anarchist is a person no different from the rest; he is 
merely someone who subscribes to certain specific ideas. Let him find out about those ideas, 
which go by the name of anarchist, and it will be the case of judging whether someone 
thinks and acts in accordance with those ideas, and thus whether or not he is an anarchist. 


139 Morgari had discussed Lampedusa’s economy in the series of articles we have in part reprinted at the 
beginning of this volume and especially in “A proposito di piogge” (Regarding the rains), in Avanti! 
of March 3, 1899. The paper’s own editors had added on a note of dissension to the end of the piece, 
to which Morgari responded on March 5 with his article “Sempre a proposito di piogge” (Again 
regarding the rains). 


140 Malatesta would return to and expand upon this matter in the article “Production and Distribution” (see 
Volume V of these Complete Works). 

141 The reference is to Giovanni Gavilli, an anarchist who had been in domicilio coatto on Pantelleria and 
whom Morgari had met during his visit to the islands of coatti. The Morgari article in question was 
“Ur’isola e un uomo” (An island and a man), in Avanti! of September 6, 1899. That was followed up 
by another two articles by Morgari about Gavilli, on August 27 and 29. 

142 Gavilli himself would reply to Morgari in an open letter published in the single issue I Morti on 
November 2, 1899. 

143 Fields, Factories and Workshops, one of Kropotkin’s most important works on the subject, had been 
published the previous year. 

144 Malatesta refers to the theories set out in the pamphlets Les Produits de la Terre and Les Produits de 
UIndustrie, published in Geneva between 1885 and 1887. He took issue with these theories, which 
had become popular among anarchists, in the article “The Products of Soil and Industry” in 
December 1891. 


Buffoonery 


Translated from “Buffonate,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 4 
(September 30, 1899) 


A little while ago the city of Chicago invited President McKinley to lay the first stone of a 
public building. 

When the workers found out about the invitation extended to McKinley, they protested 
and announced that they would go on strike if the first stone was not cut and put in place by 
a member of the trade union. 

It was pointed out to them that McKinley had been invited in his role as President of the 
Republic, and should not be mistaken for a wage-earner there to compete with the organized 
workers. But the workers held their ground... and to avoid conflict McKinley was given a 
union card as an honorary member of one of the Chicago bricklayers’ union! 

We feel embarrassed for the workers who went along with such crude comedies; and we 
look for and hasten the day when the workers will understand that the republic’s presidents 
are, just like the kings, the defenders of the capitalists. 

And we marvel that one Dr. P. Briganti, who must be a socialist, as he writes in Il 
Proletario, the “only” Italian socialist newspaper in the United States, has gone into raptures 
over the clumsy mystification of McKinley as a member of a labor union, and says that the 
applause the workers directed towards McKinley will be “a demonstration by free people 
aware of themselves and of the dignity of their own class, a demonstration made to a man 
who standing at the apex of the honors and power that a republic can grant a citizen, is not 
above mingling with the working man.” 14s 

Poor socialism, to have fallen into such hands! 


145 P. Briganti, “L’eloquenza dei confronti: A Chicago e a Torino” (Telling comparisons: in Chicago and in 
Turin), Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 23 (September 23, 1899). 


The Principle of Organization 


Translated from “Il principio d’organizzazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 5 (October 7, 1899) 


There are anarchists who, while admitting that men must organize in defense of their ideas 
and interests, always see in organization an authority or danger of an authority; and so they 
agree to it reluctantly, forced by the obvious fact that the individual person is powerless 
when it comes to acting effectively and defending themselves alone. They attribute this 
powerlessness to the present circumstances of society, to the lack of consciousness and 
initiative in the individual; and they hope that a day will come when each will be willing 
and able to take care of themselves and there will no longer be any need for organization. 

We believe instead that organization is not a passing need, not a matter of strategy and 
opportunity, but is rather a need inherent to human society, and should be regarded by us as 
a matter of principle. And we believe that, far from there being any contradiction between 
the idea of anarchy and the idea of organization, anarchy cannot exist and is unthinkable as 
anything other than the free organization of all common interests, by the interested parties 
themselves. 

And in fact, what is man in isolation? Can he survive? Can he even come into existence, if 
by man we mean something superior to a brute? 

Do we need to prove that it is only through contact and cooperation with other men that 
humanity has managed to rise above animality and little by little reach the level of 
development at which it is now found? That only by profiting from the labor and ideas of 
everyone, the individual human can meet his material and moral needs and proceed along 
the path of progress? 

“But we (they object to us) in rejecting organization do not mean to reject agreement, 
association. Organization is necessarily authoritarian, since organization means regular and 
uniform operation of organs for a given purpose. If those organs wish to operate according to 
their inclinations they must renounce organization.” 

And we reply: What on earth could an unorganized association be, if not co-existence, a 
material joining of units without defined relationships, without organic links? And what 
would be the point of association if it does not mean coordinating efforts and cooperating 
towards a common goal? The pure and simple sum of separate units assumes in and of itself 
rules, since the efforts only add together on condition that they act simultaneously and in the 
same direction. 

A sufficiently developed society is not possible without some division of labor; which 
means, without each individual shouldering a certain portion of the social work and 
becoming an organ within the organism. If we need houses we need bricklayers and ten 
other kinds of workers; and if these people genuinely want to work and build houses, they 
need to come to agreement and submit to the necessary rules. 

The difference between society today and what we call anarchist society is that today 
work is organized at the behest of a privileged class, without the will of the workers and 
against their interests; while, in our opinion, it should be organized by the workers 
themselves, guided by their own interests. 

And authority exists when those who work, produce, and act in any way cannot come to 
an agreement with others and regulate their own activities in harmony with their own 
interests and their own likings, and must obey rules imposed by others for interests other 


than their own. And such authority, along with the exploitation that results from it, comes 
not just from material violence, but also (and in advanced societies we may say primarily) 
from the fact that people, not being able or inclined to organize in order to achieve the 
purposes of society, find themselves forced to submit and appeal to the organization that a 
few (the government and the capitalists) have created instead of them... and to their 
detriment. 

Divide and rule is an old and yet still true maxim of government. 


There are two styles of organization that correspond to two different concepts of human 
society, to two opposing ideals. 

Everyone knows and, openly or silently, acknowledges that man needs man, and that 
society is the result of this need and the need to satisfy it. But some, elevating the current 
situation to a standard and resorting, in order to justify it, to a crude analogy, argue that the 
purpose behind association and cooperation between people is to contribute to the well- 
being and perfection of “society” and that the good of individuals has to be sacrificed for the 
sake of the “collective good,” just as in a fully developed animal organism the work of the 
cells and the various organs is done for the benefit of the whole organism, which alone has 
consciousness and is properly capable of pleasure or suffering. And since in human society 
every individual possesses consciousness, whilst no collective consciousness exists, the 
“collective good,” of which the aforementioned theorists talk about, means, in practice, the 
good of those who give the commands. 

Others however think that the purpose of society should be the well-being and 
development of every one of its members, hence they should all have equal rights and equal 
means, and nobody should be able to force another to do something against his own will. 

The first concept corresponds to the authoritarian organization, the ideal of which is to 
concentrate power in the hands of some, and to reduce the others, the large masses, to 
flawless tools of production, blindly obedient to the orders of the few. 

A choice must be made between these two types of organization. Free association with 
others on the basis of equality and solidarity; or let the masters and government and bosses 
assign you a place in an organization made without you and against you, and let them 
control and exploit you as they please. There is no other way out, unless you wish—and can 
—be a master and commander, and do unto others as you would not have them do unto you. 

Living in isolation, or connected with others only mechanically, is not possible. The organ 
that in order to function according to its own inclinations rejects organization, would cease to 
perform any organic function—and would die. 


Revolutionary Alliance 


Translated from “Alleanza rivoluzionaria,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 5 (October 7, 1899) 


Our readers are aware from the pamphlet Against the Monarchy, a substantial part of which 
we have reprinted, that in Italy there has been a proposal for an alliance between the various 
anti-monarchy parties in order to rise up against the monarchy and overthrow it.146 

Based on direct information, we can confirm that the proposal has been favorably 
received by action-oriented elements of various parties, and it is hoped that practical results 
will be achieved. 

Being convinced that it is our duty to always fight against every kind of government, 
being convinced that in order to advance toward the realization of our ideals we must smash 
the militaristic yoke that oppresses Italy today, we are ready to cooperate, with anyone who 
is genuinely willing, in the fight against the monarchy. Not that this is something new for us. 
Enemies of the institution of government, no matter what form it may take, and therefore of 
monarchy, which is the most reactionary form of government; adversaries as a matter of 
principle to parliamentary methods of struggle and persuaded of the impotence of unarmed 
struggle against the violent methods that governments use, our party’s entire history has 
been one ongoing impulse towards insurrection—insurrection against the monarchy that is 
the first obstacle which, in Italy, has always blocked our path forward. And we have always 
invited and incited the other anti-monarchist parties to join with us in that insurrection... 
and we have always found them unwilling. 

Will the alliance have better success this time, when the proposal is not from us, but 
instead comes from elements of other parties, driven to this by the obvious necessity of the 
situation? 

We hope so; although the electoral enthusiasm of socialists and republicans makes us 
doubt their desire to rise up. It seems to us that people who are really determined to let 
gunfire end it all should not be raising hopes among the people of obtaining, under the 
monarchy, universal suffrage and being able, under the monarchy, to use suffrage as an 
instrument of emancipation. 

In any event our primary concern is with organizing our party and readying ourselves for 
action. If others are willing to act with us, so much the better; if instead they want to leave 
us as the only revolutionary party in Italy, the only party that is practically anti-monarchist, 
we shall act on our own, and attract to our side those among the socialists and republicans 
who do not believe in the possibility of the monarchy being toppled through the ballot. 

But let us understand one another. 

Ready to rise up against the monarchy alongside anybody who is ready to rise up, we 
remain anarchist socialists as always, and we have no intention of removing even a single 
corner from our flag. 

We want to work with anybody in toppling the monarchy, but we have no intention of 
restoring the bourgeoisie’s good name and awarding it a period of unchallenged domination 
under the protection of a republican government. 

We are anti-monarchist, but we are also anti-republican. 

And in fighting against the monarchy alongside the socialists and republicans, we are 
absolutely not working to help them establish the republic. Quite the opposite. 


146 Besides being anonymous, the pamphlet had been written in such a way as to not disclose the writer’s 
political inclinations, perhaps to avoid preconceived hostility or to place the proposal’s intended 
audience on an absolutely equal footing. In this article, too, Malatesta discusses the project for a 
revolutionary alliance as if it were coming from a third party. For the reprinting of the piece in La 
Questione Sociale, see note 17. 


Are We Socialists? 


Translated from “Siamo socialisti?” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 5 
(October 7, 1899) 


Il Proletario is not happy that we asked it why it calls itself “the only Italian socialist 
newspaper in the United States’—and we can understand why. 

From the confused manner in which it responds we can tell that our question caused some 
embarrassment.147 

While recognizing that such distinctions, meaning the dividing lines between the various 
schools of socialism, are necessary, our brothers from Il Proletario declare that they do not use 
such a wealth of words, and, very modestly, simply call themselves socialists. 

This is lacking in logic. Il Proletario is entitled to call itself socialist, without further 
qualification, but it cannot describe itself as the only socialist newspaper, if it acknowledges 
that there are other schools of socialism and other newspapers that defend these schools. 

But does Il Proletario genuinely acknowledge the existence of other schools of socialism 
different from its own? 

It would seem not, judging by a passage of its response, prior to the words we have 
reproduced in italics. From this passage, despite a grammatical construction which, we hope, 
can be attributed to its typographer, we are able to understand that the editors at Il Proletario 
spent a happy quarter of an hour on the protest from the anarchist... socialists, much as they 
would on a similar protest from the Catholic... socialists. 

This means that Il Proletario thinks neither the anarchists nor the Catholics, or religious 
people in general, are really socialists. But if they were to ask us why, we would feel morally 
obliged to tell them, and might even regard their question as a stroke of good luck, because 
it would furnish an opportunity to spread our ideas and combat what looks to us like a 
mistake or a deception. 

If Il Proletario thinks that we are not socialists, it should tell us the reasons why. 

Loopholes will not do; either they provide us with an explicit and reasoned response, or 
let us conclude that they are not very considerate in illuminating their readers. 


147 The response is contained in an untitled short note in Il Proletario of September 30, 1899, p. 2. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 5 (October 7, 1899) 


Replying to what we said in our no. 2 issue, L’Aurora relates and gives a version of the events 
preceding the parting of the ways that differs from our own.148 

We see no point in responding, since the comrades from Paterson and surrounding areas 
have direct knowledge of how things stand, and more distant comrades would find it hard to 
judge the claims of both sides and reach an informed conclusion as to where the truth lies. 

This being a discussion that does not help our propaganda, and which has already shown 
a clear tendency to descend into gossip and insolence damaging to our propaganda, we are 
opting to leave it at that, and to continue along our path—in the hope that “L’Aurora” can, in 
its own way, do the most good possible for the common cause. 


148 “Cose a posto (Replica alla ‘Questione Sociale’)” (Setting the record straight: A response to “La 
Questione Sociale”), L’Aurora (Paterson) 1, no. 2 (September 30, 1899). The article to which L’Aurora 
was responding is “Discussion (A Reply to the ‘Dissidents’),” p. 69. 


Universal Suffrage 


Translated from “Il suffragio universale,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


For many years the supporters of democracy (which means government of the people) have 
argued that universal suffrage is the legitimate source of law and the cure for all of society’s 
problems. 

When everybody has the right to vote, they say, the people will send their friends to 
power and see their will triumph. If the institutions founded by those elected by the popular 
vote are not perfect, if they should betray the interests of their mandates, the voters will 
simply need to lay the blame upon themselves, and vote better the next time. 

Furthermore, the most radical add, for greater security one can establish the revocability 
of the mandate and the referendum, meaning that voters are always free to remove their 
elected representative and nominate another, and that the laws passed by deputies are not 
valid until they have been approved by the people in a direct vote. 

But universal suffrage was in force at various times in almost every civilized country, 
even in the form of the plebiscite, which is direct voting by all on a given issue; it was 
practiced as an achievement of the insurgent people, or as a concession from victors who saw 
it useful to fortify their domination with the appearance of popular consensus—and was 
always used to sanction any sort of usurpation, always complying with the desires of 
whomever held power and from a position of power consulted it. Universal suffrage has long 
been the norm in many countries; in some the referendum also exists—and the people 
remain enslaved, and the bourgeois, the ones who possess and exploit social wealth to the 
detriment of the workers, are no more inconvenienced than before. 

Fallen into disgrace, the pure and simple democrats have joined forces with the self- 
described democratic socialists; and they also claim to do good for all by means of a people’s 
government emerging from universal suffrage. And they act everywhere to gain this suffrage, 
and strive to attract the workers, telling them the world’s grossest and stupidest illusion: 
once you vote, you will be the ones in charge. 

And universal suffrage is not going to be, just because it is invoked by the socialists, any 
more beneficial than it was when the democrats heralded it. 


How come universal suffrage was never used in the past to emancipate the people? and why 
will it not do so in the future? 

There should be no need to remind the socialists of the impact that material conditions 
have upon the minds of men, nor how those in possession of wealth always manage to win 
and dominate, nor how the workers cannot achieve political emancipation when their 
economic subjugation persists. For socialists—those who have not stopped being such— 
universal suffrage could at best help organize the future society: but it must always be 
preceded by revolutionary expropriation and by making available to all the means of 
production and all existing wealth. It could, for authoritarian socialists, be the source of law 
in a society founded upon equality of conditions; but it could never be a means of escaping 
current conditions, never an instrument of emancipation. 


Instead the so-called socialists demand suffrage today as the supreme means of achieving 
economic equality and realizing socialism. And if in some countries they speak of revolution, 
and maybe they will incite or support it, this is only to gain universal suffrage; making the 
republic, and perhaps supporting the monarchy where the monarch, while hanging on to the 
throne and the attached civil list,149 is willing to yield full sovereignty to universal suffrage. 
Meaning that they, for all the socialism, would accept the political conditions that exist in 
France, in Switzerland, and in the Americas, and that for years and centuries have failed to 
bring about socialism or even to slow capitalist accumulation... much less prevent massacres 
of recalcitrant workers. 


But let us assume that there are the necessary conditions for everyone to be able to vote 
freely, and know how to vote well; let us suppose that the social revolution has actually been 
completed, that everyone now enjoys independent economic conditions, and that the new 
conditions have already brought forth an intelligent and educated public. Universal suffrage, 
meaning a government elected by universal suffrage, would be just as impotent, due to 
elements inherent to its nature, in representing the interests of all and satisfying them. 

First of all, the government “elected by the people” is actually elected only by those who 
win the electoral contest; the others, who may be a massive minority or indeed a majority, 
are left without representation. It would therefore be a regime in which the lawful majority 
(which is then the actual majority only in the best of worlds) has the right to command the 
minority. 

This would already be a very bad thing, since the minority may well be as right as the 
majority or even more, and in all cases the rights of each individual are equally sacred, 
whether they find themselves in the majority, in the minority or indeed on their own. But the 
reality is even worse. 

The elected law-makers may have been appointed by the majority of voters; but the law is 
made only by a majority of these, and therefore it is most often the case that those approving 
a law represent only a number of voters that is a minority by comparison to the whole 
electorate. 

So with the system of universal suffrage, as with any other system of representative 
government, very often, even where elected representatives truly carry out the wishes of the 
electorate, it is the minority that rules the majority. And if domination by the majority is 
unfair and tyrannical, domination by the minority is even less fair and more dangerous, all 
the more so since through the alchemy of politics the most enlightened, most progressive, 
and kindliest minority is not that which remains in power. Quite the contrary! 


But there are other more significant considerations that account for the fallacy, not only of 
this system of representation, but also of the referendum, direct legislation, and any other 
system not founded upon the free will of each person, freely agreeing with the others. 

They speak of people and people’s interests; but the people are not a singular body with 
singular interests. It is simply a collective noun, which indicates a group composed of many 
individuals and many communities, each of which has different ideas, passions, and interests, 
that are different from and often contrary to each other. 

How could a government, a parliament, ever represent and satisfy opposing interests? 


How could an electorate, which can offer but one solution to each question, satisfy all the 
individuals who comprise it and who are affected by an issue in different ways? 

In a parliament, as in a country, each interest finds itself in the minority compared with 
the sum of the other interests, and if it is the collective that must decide on particular 
interests, each interest will find itself abandoned to the discretion of those who have no such 
interest, or are unaware of it, or do not care, or have different and opposing interests. 

On a given issue, for example, Sicily, Piedmont, and every other region in Italy have 
different interests. If the Italian people as a whole must decide for everyone, each region will 
necessarily be subjected to the will of the other regions taken together; and each will be 
oppressed, while it competes to oppress the others. Thus the interests of miners, for example, 
will be determined by the mass of the population among whom they are a small minority... 
and so on for every trade, for every locality, for every opinion. 

There are certainly general interests, shared by several communities, entire nations, and 
even the whole of humanity and that consequently require the participation and agreement 
of all the interested parties; and, once the antagonism generated by private ownership has 
been destroyed, those broader and shared interests will continue to grow and expand. 

But who determines which interests are exclusive to an individual or a group, and which 
are more or less general interests? 

If there is a government, representative or not, it must necessarily decide for itself on 
several jurisdictions and determine which interests fall under the exclusive responsibility of 
the individual, which are the concern of broader and broader groups, and which should be 
regulated by the central government; because otherwise, each would deny the government’s 
jurisdiction on these issues where the government-made law does not suit them—and the 
government could no longer govern. 

And since any government, any established body, naturally has the tendency to always 
widen its sphere of action, it always comes to want to be involved with everything, with the 
excuse that everything is of a general interest; and so every liberty is stifled, and each 
person’s interests are sacrificed to the interests—political or otherwise—of those who are in 
power. 

The only way to determine which interests are collective and which community should 
make decisions regarding them, the only means of destroying antagonisms, of harmonizing 
opposing interests and reconciling freedom of the individual with the freedom of everyone 
else, is voluntary agreement between those who feel the usefulness and necessity of the 
agreement. 

Only by moving from the individual to the group, and from the group to broader 
communities can we arrive at a social organization in which, while each person’s wishes and 
autonomy are respected, there is the benefit of maximum social cooperation, and the way is 
always open to further improvements, and all future progress. 


One final observation. 

In any political body today there are huge differences in material circumstances and 
intellectual and moral development between one region and the next, between one city and 
the next, one trade and the next, one party and the next; as well as between city and 
countryside, etc.—and the most wretched, most backward, most reactionary parts are always 
the great majority. 

This is a matter of fact, that can be verified in every country in the world. Everywhere, 
because of the State which forces the most widely divergent and contrary elements to stay 


together, because of the law, which all are forced to obey, everywhere it is the most 
backward regions that give their respective governments the strength to hold the more 
advanced in obedience, and thus prevent them from organizing themselves in a way that 
corresponds to their aspirations and their degree of material and moral development; it is the 
rural areas that restrain the cities; it is those brutalized by poverty, the illiterate, the 
subjugated, the superstitious who are tools in the hands of the rulers to oppress the 
intelligent, the open-minded, the rebels. 

Now, with universal suffrage the law-makers come from the majority; then it is the 
majority among the legislators, which is to say, the most archaic among them, which make 
the laws. The result therefore is that the law is made not only by the minority, but by the 
most backward minority. 

Add to this the illusion that the most progressive minorities are forever hopeful of being 
able to peacefully secure a majority and allow themselves to be paralyzed by legalities, and it 
will be clear how, far from being a tool for emancipation and progress, universal suffrage is 
instead the most effective means of preserving and consolidating oppression... when it is not 
a means of going backwards. 

For example, let universal suffrage be bestowed upon Italy, and instead of making 
progress, you will have established, worse than it is today, the rule of the priests and of the 
large rural landowners. 

But does that mean we want rule by the minority? do we want what is called enlightened 
despotism? 

Certainly not: first of all because we do not accept that anyone has the right to impose 
their will on others not even to do good, nor do we believe in doing good by force; secondly, 
because every person believes they themselves are right and there would be no supreme 
court to decide who truly is right; and finally because, when it comes to commanding 
through force and dominating, it is not the best ones who have the suitable qualities for 
successfully doing so, but rather the deceivers and the swordsmen. 

We believe that the only way of emancipating oneself and making progress is for 
everybody to have the freedom and means to spread and IMPLEMENT their own ideas—and 
this is Anarchy. Then the more advanced minorities will persuade and drag along the more 
backward through the force of their reason and example. Besides, this is always how 
humanity has made progress, thanks to what little freedom governments have been unable to 
suppress. 


But, they often respond: If universal suffrage does not really serve the good of the people, 
how come governments never concede it freely, and have instead opposed it for as long as 
they can? 

This can be partly explained by ignorance, fear, and conservative blindness that are 
characteristic of the ruling classes, but above all by the true fact that with the arrival of 
universal suffrage there is a shift in interests and a change in government personnel, which is 
feared by those in office and who have more to lose than to gain from change. 

But a change in rulers does not mean that the governed are in a better position. 


The only one way that gaining universal suffrage could be useful is to practically show its 


fallacy to those who expect positive effects from it. It would be yet another illusion, another 
error out of the way; and most of the time people only arrive at the truth after they explore 
all the possible mistakes. 

But even this single benefit cannot be achieved unless someone vigorously fights against 
this falsehood which is among the worst of the lies used to deceive the people. 


149 The Civil List institution was an annual assignment of money to the monarch to provide them with the 
means necessary to maintain the decorum that suited them. 


The “Resistance” of the Republicans 


Translated from “La ‘resistenza’ dei repubblicani,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


The republicans assembled in congress are “unanimous in stating that in the face of the 
government’s provocations, the violations of public law which it has perpetrated and its 
manifest inability to govern with freedom, it is indispensable that we give the Party’s action 
the character of relentless and permanent resistance by any means with the purpose of 
guaranteeing the country peace, freedom, and economic prosperity.” 

And the Party’s organ, L’Italia comments as follows: “No rhetorical outbursts, none of the 
old conspiratorial formulas, in the classic sense of the word, but rather the clear vision that 
revolutions are not scheduled by congresses, nor are they resolved by deadlines, but rather 
the practical, precise, modern concept of proportional resistance adapted to the adversaries’ 
resources and spheres of action.” (Our italics). 

Very good! but what did they then decide to do? 

Here it is: in the forthcoming political elections support etc., etc. In short vote, vote, 
vote... and go into raptures and believe that the monarchy is beaten if somebody shouts a 
little loudly in parliament and shows that in the end, from time to time, it may come to pass 
that a deputy is not a complete eunuch. 

And this is called proportional use of their means to match the means of the adversary, at 
the very moment when that adversary, the government, has no means other than handcuffs 
and gunfire! 

In Milan the commoners in revolt replied to the soldiers’ gunfire by throwing harmless 
tiles from the rooftops, and were of course massacred without doing any damage to the 
enemy. One could think that they would have had more success if, aware of the needs of the 
struggle, they had equipped themselves with bombs and had hurled those upon the soldiers 
instead of tiles. But oh no! that person would not be a “modern” man: they would be a 
rabble-rouser, a forty-eighter. What they needed to do was cast their votes! 

If we were in Bava-Beccaris’s and Pelloux’s shoes we would send the republican 
congressmen our calling cards... as a way of congratulating and thanking them.1s0 

Even we know that in public congresses nobody makes agreements for making the 
revolution. But, if a congress is held, it is to express at least the opinion of the congressmen, 
and to seek to give the movement the direction which is in their wishes and the wishes of 
those who sent them to congress. 

The revolutions of the republicans gathered at congress in the Ticino canton show that 
they are very platonic republicans. And if they really represent the general trend of the 
republican party, it means that the republic, if it ever comes to pass, will be made by the 
monarchists who, when we have them by the throat, will strive to salvage as much as 
possible of the current institutions and stop the revolution by proclaiming the republic. 

Not before. 


150 Fiorenzo Bava-Beccaris had led the repression of the Milan riots in May 1898 (see note 19); Luigi 
Pelloux was the current prime minister. 


Delegation and Delegation 


Translated from “Delegazione e delegazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


In a letter defending electoral tactics and parliamentarianism published in Rome’s L’Italia, 
and which we know of only from the extracts reprinted in Il Proletario, Saverio Merlino 
includes the following passage which is intended as a rebuttal of anarchist ideas. 

“IT am unable to understand how the tiniest association or community can exist without 
the individuals comprising it delegating duties to one or more of their number.” 151 

Nor can we. But Merlino, who was not ranked last among the propagandists of anarchism, 
should not, just for polemical convenience, alter the fundamentals of anarchist ideas... not 
even if by chance the comrade with whom he is arguing has expressed himself poorly.1s2 

We understand that Merlino has changed his mind; but we cannot understand how he 
could have forgotten the ideas that he championed up until a short time ago and that are 
spelled out in many of his writings. 

Merlino should not ignore that delegation of duties is one thing, while giving a few 
people the right to make the laws for everybody else is quite another. 

Parliament is a legislative body, and the anarchists are against it because they do not 
want people to be compelled to submit to the will of others. This does not mean that people 
should not come to mutual agreement and divide up the work useful to everyone according 
to everyone’s abilities. 

Merlino ought to know this. 


151 “Verso il partito socialista” (Towards the socialist party), Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 25 (October 7, 
1899). 

152 Francesco Saverio Merlino was, up until 1894, one of Italian anarchism’s leading figures. In 1897 he 
engaged Malatesta in a lengthy debate on parliamentarianism (see Volume III of these Complete 
Works), during the course of which he officially declared his separation from anarchism. 


The Anarchists and Workers’ Societies 


Translated from “Gli anarchici e le societa operaje,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, 
new series, no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


Our friend Carlo Gussoni of Paterson writes us: 


I hope you will answer the following question: 

What would be the attitude of organizationist anarchist socialists on the issue of workers’ 
craft and trade Unions? 

I am asking because I have noticed that in cases where these Unions must exercise their 
influence on the masters, many of the organizationist anarchist socialists, although members of 
these Unions, are not present at the meetings in which questions most vital to the existence 
and purpose of the Unions are raised. 


Here is our reply: 

Anarchists who join labor Unions, and then take no active part in their lives, do a lot of 
harm; and it is up to the most active and most consistent to encourage the others and make 
them match their conduct with their ideas. 

Workers’ societies do not help emancipate the workers, since their slavery depends on 
causes that cannot be destroyed unless the whole social system is transformed by revolution; 
and often they are of no service even with it comes to securing material improvements, even 
small and transitory ones, since broader economic factors, which the labor union is most of 
the time powerless to counteract, determine wage rates. But they can still help to educate, to 
morally uplift the working classes and to prepare and train them for the struggle. 

However, to achieve this, it is necessary that the most advanced, most conscious elements 
contribute their ideas, their initiative, their combativeness. And wherever anarchists have 
done so—and we admit that to date they have generally done so rarely and erratically— 
wherever they have done so, they have achieved splendid results, thereby proving that 
anarchist ideas and spirit can very easily penetrate the masses, as long as the propaganda is 
brought to them and in ways accessible to their intelligence. 

The big disadvantage of workers’ societies is that the vast majority of members do not 
take any part in their social life, beyond the appointment of leaders, and payment. Thus they 
are a small-scale reproduction of the system of government that afflicts us in wider political 
society. Everybody pays, and then allows themselves to be guided, exploited, betrayed... in 
addition with the illusion that they are the ones in charge, because they are the ones who 
vote. 

Therefore the first task of anarchists within workers’ societies is to rip the members out of 
their passivity, excite their initiative, and see to it that they live and battle with the active 
endeavors of all, and thereby come to understand the uselessness and harm done by 
presidents and committees with authoritarian assignments and lavish stipends, and eliminate 
them. But how can anarchists ever induce others to play an active part in the business of 
their unions, if they are the first to lose interest, and do not even go to meetings? 

Authority is not destroyed by talk, but by actions. When it is armed with rifles the fight 
requires gunfire; however when it is based on the acquiescence and apathy of those who are 
subjected to it, it is necessary—and there is no other method—to provoke a rebellion of 


consciousness and activity among all. 

Organizing, and then not caring about the organization, is the same as doing nothing. 
Others will act on behalf of the inactive, and will use their union dues to impose their own 
ideas, often their own interests, just as if people were not organized. 

And this happens, and must happen, not only within the labor unions, but everywhere, 
including inside anarchists’ own organizations. 

Let this be taken to heart by those anarchists, who act as if they believe that the benefits 
of organization depend upon an almost miraculous virtue of the word, and that it is enough 
to register in a circle and pay some dues, for everything to go well. 


For New York’s Il Proletario 


Translated from “Per il Proletario di New York,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


Il Proletario is a propaganda organ, and as such it should eagerly seize the opportunity to 
argue in defense of its ideas. 

Instead it struggles to slip through the hands like an eel, almost as if it were afraid of 
debate. 

We asked it whether it considered us socialists or not—and why.1s3 

It gave us an obscure reply, but it was clear enough for us to understand that, as far as it 
is concerned, the anarchist socialists are every bit as socialist as the Catholic socialists, meaning 
not at all. But it failed to say why. 

We persisted with the question,is4 and now it responds that it seems we are becoming 
socialists and once we have developed our thinking more fully along essentially socialist 
lines, then “it will be delighted to announce that the Italian socialist press has been enriched 
with a new organ.” 155 

We know this old tactic. 

Not so long ago, when the entire anarchist press was violently suppressed, and every 
anarchist capable of writing was either a prisoner or a fugitive, the democratic socialists in 
Italy, in a rather shameful competition with their comrades in Germany and other countries, 
used to say that anarchism and socialism were two absolutely opposing ideas, and that 
anarchists were bourgeois, or lunatics, or spies. 

These days they dare not go that far, and they say... that we are becoming socialists. 

The truth is that we are socialists—and more authentic ones than they are—and have 
been since the beginning of our movement, which is to say, for ten years before there was 
any talk of democratic socialism in Italy. 

But if Il Proletario thinks that we want it to certify us as good socialists, it is mistaken. 

We merely want it to tell us if those who seek to abolish private property and government 
are socialists, or whether instead socialists, as some of its supporters have already argued, 
are only those who seek the conquest of public authority by the proletariat—and then debate 
the issue with us. 


Il Proletario, referring to what we said about Dr. Briganti’s article, charges us with “blatant 
bad faith,” because, it alleges, Dr. Briganti only wanted to stress that “in America the 
president sees nothing wrong with mingling with the working man, whereas back home the head 
of State does not stoop to acknowledge the working man as an equal.” 156 

On which point we are in perfect agreement. 

We are waiting, one of these days, for Dr. Briganti and II Proletario to sing the praises of 
Victor Emmanuel, who in Naples asked passers-by in the street for a light for his cigar, or the 
King of Portugal, who once dropped in on a Turin workers’ society and addressed them as 
comrades because “he too labored... at his people’s happiness,” or King Humbert, who 
cordially shook hands with the enslaved workers who addressed him! 

As for “blatant bad faith,” we are not going to respond to that, because we would not 


want Il Proletario to take the pretext of our vivaciousness to state that it has been insulted 
and thereby escape the discussion of ideas in which we invited it to participate. 


153 See the brief, untitled note from September 23, p. 82. 

154 “Are We Socialists?” p. 96. 

155 This was an untitled short note on p. 2 of the October 7 issue of Il Proletario. 
156 “Corrispondenze. Da Paterson,” again in the October 7 issue of II Proletario. 


Dreyfus’s Conviction [by Charles-Albert] 


Translated from “La condanna di Dreyfus,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 6 (October 14, 1899) 


[In this article, taken from Les Temps Nouveaux, 157 Charles-Albert condemns the “despicable half- 
solution employed in Rennes,” and foreshadows that “this camouflaged acquittal, which seems so 
designed to placate, is an order or a wish handed down from above.” ]1s8 


After the conviction the government has pardoned Dreyfus, in order to be done with the 
affair and cover up the shame of the military chiefs of staff and the military judges. 

Thus ends the hope of seeing the head of the reaction crushed, a hope that induced 
socialists and even anarchists to speak up in defense of the republican government and 
applaud Loubet and back Waldeck and Galliffet.iss 

They will now be convinced that a government can never champion freedom and will 
never oppose the chiefs of the army, who are its protectors... and often its commanders. 


157 “Le verdict,” September 16-22, 1899. 

158 In the second military trial held in Rennes following the re-opening of the case, Alfred Dreyfus was 
convicted of treason with extenuating circumstances, notwithstanding the fact that the charges had 
been shown to be baseless. Dreyfus agreed to apply for clemency, which was granted to him by the 
president of the Republic, Emile Loubet. 

159 In a France deeply divided by the Dreyfus affair, President Loubet, who favored a review of the trial, 
came under furious attacks, including physical assault, to which Dreyfusards responded with 
demonstrations of solidarity. In this climate of crisis which raised fears of a nationalist coup d’état, 
Loubet asked Pierre Waldeck-Rousseau in June 1899 to form a new government of “republican 
defense,” whose members ranged from minister of war Gaston de Galliffet, the notorious “butcher of 
the Commune,” to Alexandre Millerand, minister of trade and industry, the first socialist in a 
government under the Third Republic. On these matters, see also the article “The Socialist Split in 
France,” p. 111. 


Our Correspondence. From Barre, Vermont. Malatesta 
Lectures [by S. Pallavicini] 


Translated from “Nostre Corrispondenze. Da Barre, Vermont. Conferenze Malatesta,” La Questione 
Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 7 (October 21, 1899) 


The last of the five lectures given by comrade Malatesta—organized by the Barre anarchists—was held 
on this Thursday the 5th.16o Dr. Dino Rondani was unable to attend the last two because he had to 
urgently return to New York. 

There was a very wide-ranging debate between Malatesta and Rondani on two topics: 
“Parliamentarianism, Evolution, and Revolution” and “Fatherland, Family, and Religion.” In 
elaborating his thinking on the subject of Parliamentarianism, Malatesta pointed out that socialists 
who think along the lines of Rondani have lately declared themselves supporters of a tactic destined to 
set their party back many steps, since that tactic tends to ensure that socialists in Italy have to 
cooperate with revolutionary action in establishing a republic, then leaving the “new government” the 
task of legislating for the people’s economic good and for the social and political freedoms they will 
want and will demand through their representatives “freely elected by universal suffrage.” In 
Rondani’s opinion, anarchists too should take part in the upcoming demolition of the Italian monarchy 
and—like the socialists of 1900—“loyally” contribute to raise the republican bourgeoisie to power and 
consolidate their rule, so as, they say, to radically destroy the Savoy tree which bears fruit today—to a 
greater or lesser extent tasted by the people—that have the names of Camorra, Reaction, Tyranny. 

On this subject, Malatesta said that the anarchists will certainly take part in the upcoming 
revolution in Italy and that they will do their best to cooperate in destroying the monarchy, but will 
not, however, act as Rondani predicts when a new power takes the place of the one abolished. The 
anarchists—said Malatesta—are tenacious enemies of any and every authority: if tomorrow they 
coparticipate in a revolution in Italy, they will be doing so with the firm aim of preventing, as far as 
possible, the long-term establishment of the “bourgeois” republic for which Rondani has such high 
hopes: by fighting it in this manner, the new power will unfailingly be too weak to indulge itself in the 
luxury of suppressing and restricting the liberties that the people will have won. Anarchists expect 
little from the monarchy, but even less from a republic based on popular referendums and universal 
suffrage. 

The causes of social misery can be traced to the authorities that sanction property and protect it 
with rifles and cannons: we must therefore destroy the hundred-headed beast that goes by the name of 
government if we wish to be sure that—in the future—humanity will be truly emancipated from 
political and economic domination. 

And here allow me to observe that II Proletario, in its latest issue’s brief report of what was said by 
the two adversaries on this point, does state that “Malatesta admits that a concerted effort may be 
necessary in order to tear down the hurdle to all progress, the Monarchy,” but completely forgets to 
mention the highly convincing arguments that our comrade made against the responses from its editor- 
in-chief. And yet the discussion of the issue was quite lively and prolonged! 161 


On Religion, our friend Rondani repeats the same arguments you were already told about in a 
prior article of mine,is2 despite Malatesta having argued at length for the absolute necessity of fighting 
against this root cause of the subjugation and moral humiliation of the working masses which survives 
for reasons that even Rondani admits, resulting from that institution that supports the tyrannies of 
government and the bourgeoisie and has always absolved the kings, the ministers and the generals 
who order and carry out the bloody crackdowns on the people that history has recorded. 


On the subject of the economy, the family, and the fatherland, as well as workers’ organizations, 
the democratic socialists and libertarian socialists found themselves nearly in agreement .. . 


160 The September 30 issue of La Questione Sociale carried this summary of Malatesta’s schedule of lectures 
in Barre: 


. .. On Tuesday September 26 he spoke on the topic “The Social Question and what anarchists want”; on 
Thursday September 28, on the topic “Parliamentarianism, Evolution, and Revolution.” 
Saturday September 30, he will address the topic: “Fatherland, Religion, Family.” 
Tuesday, October 3 he will speak about “Workers’ organizations and the anarchist movement.” 
Thursday October 5 on the topic “How and when anarchy will triumph.” 
161 See “Correspondence. Barre, Vermont,” p. 258. 
162 S. P., “Dagli Stati Uniti. Barre Vt. Conferenze Rondani,” La Questione Sociale 5, no. 125 (August 19, 
1899). 


The Socialist Split in France 


Translated from “La scissione socialista in Francia,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 8 (October 28, 1899) 


Object lesson. 

The democratic socialists have a habit of saying that the electoral struggle educates the 
people in socialism, and that the socialists’ entry into parliament prepares the way for the 
triumph of the proletariat. 

Let them meditate on what is happening in France. 

With the excuse that the republic was in danger and that all progressive forces needed to 
unite to resist the clerical and legitimist reaction and bring the Dreyfus Affair to a just 
conclusion, one of the most important socialist members of parliament, Millerand, thought it 
wise to accept a position in a bourgeois cabinet, headed by the arch-bourgeois Waldeck- 
Rousseau and featuring Galliffet, the notorious butcher of Parisians. 163 

This event did not go without protest. 

On behalf of various socialist groupings, Guesde, Vaillant, Lafargue, Deville, and several 
others published a manifesto, whose criticisms of the policy of compromise and the whole 
tactic adopted by the socialists in recent years, could have been signed by anarchists. 164 

“We must (the manifesto states) put an end to a so-called socialist policy, made up of 
compromises and deviations, which for far too long has replaced the class and consequently 
revolutionary politics of the militant proletariat and socialist party... 

“The socialist party, a class party, cannot be or become a ministerial party, under penalty 
of suicide. It should not share power with the bourgeoisie in whose hands the State can only 
be an instrument of social conservatism and oppression. Its mission is to seize power from 
them and use it as a tool for liberation, for social revolution... 

“The contradiction between these two policies (‘the reformist tactic and the revolutionary 
tactic’) unfailingly had to arise one day or another. And the entry of a socialist into a 
Waldeck-Rousseau cabinet, arm in arm with the executioner of the Communards, has 
brought it to light so seriously and scandalously as to rule out any further agreement 
between those who have compromised socialism’s honor and interests and those whose 
mission it is to defend them.” 16s 

All of this is great; but the signatories of the manifesto are not the ones entitled to say so, 
since they are the very ones who sent French socialism down the slippery path of 
parliamentary and reformist politics and who, long before Millerand, compromised 
socialism’s honor and interests with all manner of deals and lies. Well before Millerand was 
admitted into the socialist party with all his baggage as a bourgeois democratic politician, 
the French socialist organizations, following the example of the German party, had left their 
socialist principles in second place in order to dabble in petty, unfeasible, and insignificant 
reforms, setting aside socialism and revolution, as Kropotkin puts it, for holidays and solemn 
occasions. 

Have not socialist members of parliament already backed repeatedly bourgeois cabinets, 
like those of Bourgeois and Brisson, that contained not even one of their number? Did they 
not refuse to vote to repeal the “wicked laws”—something worse than Pelloux’s “political 
measures”—for fear of compromising the Bourgeois cabinet? 166 

Guesde and his people referred to the anarchists as “imbeciles, lunatics or spies” because 
they said many things that they themselves are now saying in their protest against Millerand. 


Guesde was happy and enthusiastic about the election of Lafargue, which was successful 
due to a coalition of socialists and Catholics. 

Guesde, Vaillant, and others have repeatedly lent the support of their names to impostors 
from the ranks of the petty bourgeoisie and have also defended them against the workers. 

To secure a seat as a member of parliament, Guesde trampled over everything he had 
adored, and even went so far as to post vile patriotic fliers in his name, printed on tricolor 
paper. 

At the 1896 London congress, to bring in Millerand, who claimed he was fully entitled to 
take part in the congress only because he was a member of parliament, Guesde insulted the 
representatives of France’s organized workers.167 

Guesde, Deville, and the whole lot of them strove for years to diminish socialism and 
have the petty bourgeoisie accept it as a harmless thing that respected vested interests and 
consisted entirely of little democratic reforms. 

And now that Millerand, more logical or more cunning than them, has drawn the 
consequences of a long-followed policy and seized power at the first favorable opportunity, 
what are they complaining about? 


Aside from reasons of ambition and personal rivalries that may have influenced the split, we 
can readily understand how Guesde, former Bakuninist, former anarchist, and Vaillant, 
former member of the Commune and friend of Blanqui, may have rebelled against the logical 
consequences of their premises, when those consequences reached the point of bringing 
together a socialist with Waldeck-Rousseau and Galliffet in the same ministry. 

But the young, who are free of the influence wielded by revolution memories, even 
unconsciously, over the minds of those who were once serious socialists and revolutionaries, 
the young who have never known any other socialism but the fake socialism preached today 
by the democratic socialists, are for logic, and back Millerand against those who today come 
to make a late appeal to principles long since betrayed and forgotten. 

Jaurés says: “... if there is a compromise it dates from the day when the socialist party 
agreed to an immediate action program, a program of reforms and compromises. They 
require the legal protection of workers’ associations, the establishment of a ministry of labor, 
retirement pensions for all workers, labor inspection of manufacturing, the 8-hour work-day 
law, etc. And I need not recall the famous agricultural program of the workers’ party, 
regarding which, in a somewhat harsh piece in Neue Zeit, Engels reproached Guesde for “so 
many deviations and so many compromises.” 16s 

Jaurés continues: “Either Guesde and Vaillant will abandon this reformist program and 
retreat into the sterile intransigence of doctrinal anarchism, or they will have no right to say 
that the socialist party should always and at any price be an opposition party, that makes no 
distinction between different bourgeois elements; they have either to tear up their program 
or tear up their manifesto. Guesde and Vaillant would probably prefer to sacrifice a little 
logic in order to be free of that alternative.” 

And it looks as if the great majority of groups from the various French democratic 
socialist organizations have joined Jaurés to object to the split triggered by Guesde and 
Vaillant and reassert their trust in “citizen” Millerand. 

And nearly every democratic socialist abroad stands by Jaurés and Millerand. 

Logic will have its way. 


Guesde and Vaillant remember now that socialism is the program of the proletariat 
struggling against the propertied classes and that it must necessarily be revolutionary. 

But they themselves have transformed socialism from revolutionary to reformist and have 
all but renounced the class struggle, which is to say they have ceased to be true socialists, 
from the day they embraced the vote as the way to fight and win. 

Proletarians who are aware of their position know that they cannot emancipate 
themselves nor make serious and lasting improvements in their conditions unless they take 
possession of the raw materials and instruments of production held today by the propertied 
class; they know that this class will never voluntarily renounce its privileges; they know that 
existing institutions support each other and cannot effectively be altered without stepping 
outside of the legal framework established for the protection of those institutions and tearing 
them all down—and so they are revolutionaries. And those proletarians, who are not yet 
aware of their rights and their needs, become revolutionary once the darkness is routed from 
their minds. 

But there is another class, still more or less dissatisfied, who sometimes suffers just as 
much as the proletarians and sometimes even more. This is the petty bourgeoisie, the class of 
small property owners, small merchants, employees, less fortunate professionals, shop 
owners, in short all those who, though finding things tight, enjoy certain privileges and hope 
to improve their position and perhaps grow richer by cashing in on the advantages over the 
proletariat that the current structure of society gives them. 

This class is unhappy, it craves reforms, and may, unlike the proletariat, secure obtainable 
reforms that offer real benefits by way of legislation; sometimes, if the government taxes too 
much and favors the interests of the fat bourgeoisie too much, it becomes rebellious against 
the government and shows a readiness to back revolutionaries... as long as those 
revolutionaries can assure it that deep down they mean to revolutionize only those things 
that bother the petty bourgeoisie. Because the petty bourgeoisie, out of fear of losing their 
pathetic privileges, in hopes of climbing the ranks of the fat bourgeoisie, and drawing from 
the biases of their upbringing which teach them to scorn workers, are devoted to private 
property and become fiercely reactionary the moment that property rights are called into 
question. 

Faced with this petty bourgeoisie, the attitude that revolutionary socialists should adopt is 
plain and simple: target them with propaganda, force them to understand why they should 
be making common cause with the proletariat, not just for reasons of justice and for the 
lasting and general good of humanity, but also naturally in their own interests, and then deal 
with them as friends or enemies depending on whether they stand with or against the 
workers. 

But the relations between socialists and the petty bourgeoisie completely change once the 
socialists embrace electoral tactics. 

The petty bourgeoisie represents a big voting bloc; indeed it is the only bloc that can 
oppose, in terms of suffrage and legality, the excessive power of the government and the 
rich. Proletarians either have no vote, or if they have the vote they are incapable of 
mounting serious lawful opposition, due to the material and moral conditions in which they 
find themselves, when the petty bourgeoisie sides with the government and the big property 
owners. 

Socialists know, see, experience this reality, and seek an alliance with the petty 
bourgeoisie; and in order to get it they tone down, hide their own program and end up 
forgetting about it and turning into simple democrats, in practice, representing the interests 


of the petty bourgeoisie. And the petty bourgeoisie embraces this socialism, revised and 
corrected for their use, and seizes the name of socialist and through its embrace kills off real 
socialism, the socialism of the proletariat. 

Millerand’s entry into the socialist party, and his participation in a bourgeois cabinet, plus 
the support he has won from most socialists represents the triumph, within the socialist 
party, of petty bourgeoisie reformist inclinations over revolutionary and proletarian 
inclinations. 169 

Guesde and Vaillant may well be saddened by these results; but they were the necessary 
and predictable consequence, and foreseen by anarchists, of electoral tactics. And it does not 
end there! 


Guesde and Vaillant now say that the socialist party should not share power with the 
bourgeoisie. But they are members of parliament; and power is vested not just in the cabinet 
(executive authority), but also in parliament (legislative authority). Doesn’t accepting a seat 
in parliament constitute sharing power with the bourgeoisie? 

Guesde and Vaillant, and alongside them all the democratic socialists of all countries, 
want to win public power, and they want to win it gradually, little by little. They are 
delighted to accept minor posts in town councils, proudly counting the growing number of 
their representatives in parliament, and as long as the numbers grow they are not too 
worried about the quality... Why should they not also be happy if one of their own has 
begun to make inroads among the ministers? 

For what reason should and could parliament, the legislative authority, be captured 
gradually, peacefully, and the cabinet, the executive authority, won only at a stroke, by 
revolution? 

Besides, for many years already Guesde and his friends have striven to snuff out the 
revolutionary spirit of the socialists and proletarians falling under their influence... and 
always for electoral reasons, so as to be able to somehow capture a seat in the Parliament. 

Engels openly stated in the latter years of his life that the time for violent revolutions has 
passed. 

Three years or so ago Guesde himself said (in his speech in the Chamber on June 25, 
1896): “Only by using the lawful weapon of universal suffrage, will the collectivist army 
inevitably, and shortly, become master of the Republic.” 

Deville has openly declared himself anti-revolutionary: and Lafargue replied to the 
bourgeois newspapers, which on May 1, 1890 accused the socialists of having revolutionary 
intentions, that considering revolution in a country which had a republic and universal 
suffrage would be like trying to break down an open door. 

In Lille on July 11 of this year, at an anti-clerical demonstration, the director of a socialist 
newspaper, Le Réveil du Nord, called for and cheered by the crowd, said: “At present, the 
socialist party is the party of order. I therefore ask you to disperse and return quietly to your 
homes.” 

But then, if we need to conquer public authority and we need not think of revolutionary 
methods, how on earth could Millerand joining the Waldeck-Rousseau cabinet amount to a 
betrayal, rather than a step towards the goal he is pursuing? 


But, say Guesde and Vaillant, (and all those who have, amid the deviations and corruption of 
parliamentary politics, and in defiance of logic, held on to their love for the true cause of 
socialism) in this manner the socialist party is placing itself in the service of the bourgeoisie 
and ceasing to be socialist! 

Perfectly. 

Given the electoral approach, what had to happen has happened, and so it is, so it shall 
be. Just as the anarchists, those “fools, lunatics, and spies,” as Guesde used to describe them, 
have always said. 


163 See note 80. 

164 In January 1899 the various French socialist forces had formed a “socialist committee of accord,” but 
the Millerand affair rekindled their divisions. The manifesto that Malatesta is talking about, 
addressed “To working class and socialist France” dated from July 1899. Jules Guesde and Paul 
Lafargue were among the signatories belonging to the French Workers’ Party, of Marxist inspiration, 
and Edouard Vaillant among those from the Blanquist-inspired Socialist Revolutionary Party. The 
manifesto was also endorsed by members of the Revolutionary Communist Alliance. Gabriel Deville, 
another historical figure in French socialism, was not among the signatories. For a profile of the 
socialist forces involved, see “Socialist Congress?” p. 189. 

165 In the original French text this paragraph and the preceding one appear reversed in order. 

166 The Radical Léon Bourgeois governed France from November 1895 until April 1896, with decisive 
support from the socialists; Henri Brisson was prime minister for about four months in 1898; 
repressive measures known as the “wicked laws” (lois scélérates) were introduced between 1893 and 
1894 following the anarchist Auguste Vaillant’s attack at the Chamber of Deputies, followed in June 
1894 by the killing of President Sadi Carnot by another anarchist, Sante Caserio (see also “The 
‘Wicked Laws’ in France,” p. 163); the “political measures” proposed by the Pelloux government in 
1899 aimed to restrict freedom of the press, association, assembly and strike (on the ensuing 
parliamentary battles see “Minority Rights and the Ballot Box Trial,” p. 139). 

167 At the London Congress (see note 27), in contrast with the close, painstaking scrutiny of the anarchists’ 
mandates, Millerand asserted his right to take part with no mandate at all, simply because he 
represented the socialists in parliament. Among the representatives of organized workers in France 
was Malatesta himself, who had a mandate from the steelworkers of Amiens. 

168 The agrarian program had been adopted by the French Workers’ Party at the Marseilles Congress of 
September 1892, and extended at the Nantes Congress in September 1894. That same year Engels 
had criticized it in an article on the “Agrarian Question in France and Germany.” 

169 In a brief note of ironic debate with L’Avvenire Sociale, which had described Millerand as “a manly 
figure who has sullied his worker’s smock by bringing it close to Galliffet’s blood-stained stripes,” 
Malatesta pointed out that “rather, Millerand is a perfumed lawyer who declared at the 1896 London 
Congress that he wanted no relations with anarchists, not even physical proximity to them,” and 
concluded: “Meaning: he was nostalgic for contact with the bourgeoisie and soldiers. May he stay 
close to Waldeck-Rousseau and Galliffet. Right where he belongs.” (“I socialisti al potere,” La 
Questione Sociale, December 2, 1899). 


Unawareness and Cowardice [by Domenico Zavattero] 


Translated from “Incoscienza e vilta,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 8 
(October 28, 1899) 


([Zavattero laments the fact that the “propagandists of every party... address the people with 
adulation and praise,” in addition to being all too ready to praise the work done by themselves and 
their party. However, he goes on to say, “what a painful contrast there is between the unawareness 
and cowardice of the masses and the ‘comrades,’ and the statements both use to paint us in such 
rosy colors!” In Zavattero’s opinion, attachment to the past, ignorance, love of personal tranquility, 
selfishness, and fear of compromising oneself are “the merits and virtues that characterize the 
current generation, the people of today.” As regards comrades, they admire and applaud whoever 
sacrifices himself, but if an attempt is made to get them to act they start complaining that “the 
masses are apathetic and asleep” and offer other excuses for their inaction. Zavattero concludes 
with an appeal to the real anarchists “to shake off their placid indifference before all is lost.” ] 


We have published Zavattero’s article because it reveals a frame of mind that is all the more 
interesting to know and study because it reveals itself in a clever and courageous comrade 
like Zavattero. But that is not to say we share his pessimism. 

This Olympian contempt for the “cowardly and unaware masses,” when it is not the 
posturing of supermen, is an expression to the weariness and discouragement, which 
periodically develop in those who periodically get excited and see everything through the 
prism of their own desires. 

We strive to not lose sight of objective reality, we strive to retain a reasonable balance in 
our judgments; since our action will be good or bad, effective or useless in accordance with 
how correct or incorrect our judgment is. 

Certainly the masses are not as we would wish, but then there would be no need for us to 
make propaganda, nor would we have to prepare for a violent revolution which, by changing 
the environment, makes the moral elevation of the people possible. But nor are the people a 
jumble of brutes as they are often described by those who are weary of the struggle; nor is 
the present generation, “the people of today,” in any respect inferior to the people of the 
past. 

It is from the masses that we have drawn our ideas; and when, having organized them, 
we bring these ideas back to the masses, we find a sympathetic echo from the masses, as long 
as we understand how to act with intelligence and muster all the patience and perseverance 
required. 

Moreover Zavattero complains about those comrades who excuse their own inactivity by 
saying that the masses are apathetic and asleep. If his pessimism was justified, then the inertia 
of those comrades would be justified as well. Has Zavattero never thought about that? 

Let us work actively, incessantly, to spread our ideas and prepare ourselves to perform 
the serious duties which the situation can thrust upon us at a moment’s notice—and in this 
we are in perfect agreement with comrade Zavattero. 

Let us remind ourselves that, as the saying goes, the world was not made in a day; but let 
us also bear in mind that with perseverance anything is possible. 


Challenge 


Translated from “Sfida,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 8 (October 28, 
1899) 


Il Proletario calls us good people, and how right it is.170 

Despite our previous interactions, we were naive enough to believe that it might be 
possible to draw them into a serious discussion of ideas. 

Instead they have answered us rather wittily, distorting our ideas in a manner perhaps 
appropriate in a police journal, but certainly not a socialist organ and... without even an 
argument. 

What a way to treat us! As long as II Proletario can find good people who are content with 
its approach of non-discussion and who fail to see how this shying away from discussion is 
indicative of a lack of conviction and sincerity, it can continue. 

We are stubborn, though. Since we see that it is impossible to draw it into a written 
discussion (that is a discussion in which what has been said is on the record and cannot be 
denied or changed ten times during the course of a single evening) we shall make do with 
what Il Proletario cannot decently refuse us without being accused of bad faith even by the 
most lenient.171 And we invite it—WE CHALLENGE IT—to enlist one of its editors to come and 
publicly debate with one of our editors the lies and nonsense peddled about our ideas in its 
issue of October 11,172 and then to publish, as we will publish, an extensive report on the 
discussion, drafted jointly by the two speakers. 


Our representative will be in touch with the editorial staff of Il Proletario to arrange the place 
and date for the debate. 


170 Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 27 (October 21, 1899). The short article, untitled and on the front page, 
revolves around the repetition of the reference to “good people” to describe the anarchists, up to the 
closing paragraph: “Good people, who take from socialism just enough to give themselves the 
authority to reject the greater part, diluting it with anarchist water, under the claim of making it 
authentic.” The same issue of La Questione Sociale contained another response to Il Proletario, entitled 
“I Socialisti-Democratici ‘ad usum Proletario’”” (Democratic Socialists ‘for the use of Il Proletario’) and 
signed by “Ri-Parlachiaro,” parroting II Proletario by twisting the epithet “good people” against the 
democratic socialists. 

171 The polemical reference here is to Rondani, see the untitled note dated January 6, 1900, p. 200. 

172 The date is evidently a typo requiring correction to “October 21,” since no issue of Il Proletario came out 
on October 11. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 8 (October 28, 1899) 


Comrade Errico Malatesta—considering the protests being published in the Italian 
newspapers, as well as others that have reached us directly, regarding the slight accident that 
happened to him and which we believe is not even worth talking about—thanks the friends 
who have in such a manner expressed their sympathy with him, but begs them... to let that 
be the end of it.173 


173 At a meeting held on September 3 in West Hoboken (New Jersey) one of the participants, Domenico 
Pazzaglia, had wounded Malatesta in the leg with a pistol shot. In Italy, the news appeared in the 
September 18, 1899 issue of Avanti! 


SECTION IV: Against the Monarchy, Towards Anarchy 


Our Financial Situation 


Translated from “Il nostro bilancio,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 9 
(November 4, 1899) 


Some comrades might very well marvel that, though recently our takings have been 
relatively substantial, the newspaper is still under the weight of a deficit. 

It will therefore be useful to give a full explanation of our financial situation. It is true 
that it already appears in our weekly financial statements; but we reckon it is better to err on 
the side of excessive clarity, rather than deficiency. 

When the new series of LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE began, the position was as follows: 

Apparent deficit inherited from the previous management, $58.92; but to that deficit add 
$10 owed to the Biblioteca Libertaria for pamphlets; plus $20 owed to the Paterson 
Committee for Revolutionary Movements; plus $12 to be paid for overdue rent on the space; 
which made a total deficit of $100.92. 

We enlarged the paper, which leads to a greater expense for composition, paper and 
printing of $7.50 per week; we spent $41.23 on new printing materials, required for the 
larger format; we paid off $10 to the Biblioteca Libertaria; we paid off $12 of overdue rent; we 
paid off $20 to the Committee for Revolutionary Movements;—and we find ourselves with a 
$57 deficit, after all expenses are paid for the current issue. 

Meaning that, despite the extraordinary expenses of $83.23 to acquire materials and 
paying off debts, and despite the ordinary increase in expenses caused by the enlargement, 
the deficit has diminished, over 9 issues, by $43.92. 174 

That is already a satisfying result, and we offer our congratulations to the comrades on 
the enthusiasm with which they support the paper. 

But is still falls short: just to exist normally, the newspaper needs to pay off its deficit, 
cover all necessary expenses every week, and also build a surplus that will keep it safe from 
any temporary obstacles. 

Which is why the comrades should never fail to pay their subscriptions and take it upon 
themselves to urge the forgetful to pay up; and they should make every possible effort 
(chiefly for the sake of propaganda) to widen the circle of readers and subscribers. 

We do not think that reminders are needed to encourage comrades to put us in a position 
where we can not only publish the paper regularly, but also undertake other propaganda 
efforts. 

Some localities have already done all they could, bringing their subscriptions up to date, 
making contributions to the donation fund, and organizing events on the paper’s behalf. If 
other places will do likewise, the newspaper will flourish. 


Readers will have noted that before our administrative accounts were not published with the 
costs of the current issue, so the deficit looked smaller than it was, or the surplus larger. 

We have now corrected that error; and in every issue there will be an exact report of the 
newspaper’s financial situation, as of the day of that issues’s publication. 


174 The final calculation contains a mistake, since the payment of debts is both included among the 
extraordinary expenses and deducted from the deficit, thereby being counted twice. It should have 


been stated that the deficit remained nearly unchanged because of extraordinary expenses, or the 
payments of debts should have been excluded from those expenses. 


Police Exploits 


Translated from “Gesta poliziesche,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 9 
(November 4, 1899) 


In La Tribuna the lawyer Morello writes, concerning the unrest for the release of Cesare 
Batacchi, the internationalist falsely accused of having thrown a bomb in Florence in 1878, 
and thus despite his innocence sentenced to life imprisonment: 


[In the lengthy excerpt the lawyer mentions that two witnesses had confessed that their evidence 
against Batacchi was false and had been given at the instigation of Florence police. ] 


kK * 


Honest people shudder, and wonder how on earth so many dirty deeds could have been done 
to send innocent men to prison; and how, after the false witnesses confessed to their lies, and 
the manner in which the police secured a conviction has been revealed, could those 
sentenced to prison terms of up to nineteen years remain in jail, and how could Batacchi, 
given a life sentence, remain there today and could remain there until the end of his days, if 
the people’s unrest fails to pull him away from his executioners! 

Unfortunately his is not an isolated case. It is the general system of the police and the 
judiciary throughout the ages and in every country to set out to find offenders among all 
who fall into their hands, at any cost. 

From threats to physical or psychological torture, from false evidence to fake documents, 
they use anything to secure a conviction. And when someone’s innocence becomes apparent, 
the judges and police fight tooth and nail to prevent their prey from escaping. This madness 
for persecuting, convicting, torturing comes with the job. 

Take the Frezzi and Forno cases, Acciarito’s second trial, the Montjuich trial, and all cases 
of justice betrayed, which can be collected by the thousands.175 


And after all this, there are still some wondering how the people could defend themselves 
against potential criminals if there were no longer judges and policemen! 

Let them instead find ways of defending themselves against the judges and police, until 
they can finally be destroyed. 


175 Romeo Frezzi, arrested in connection with Acciarito’s assassination attempt, had died on May 2, 1897 in 
a prison in Rome following a beating by the police. In September that same year Andrea Forno was 
beaten in the Genoa police headquarters and died shortly thereafter. In the June 1899 trial of the 
alleged accomplices of Pietro Acciarito, who attempted to take the king’s life in April 1897, it 
transpired that the confession by which Acciarito had compromised the accused was the product of 
psychological torture. Finally, torture inflicted in Spain in 1897 upon anarchists secluded in the 
Montjuich fortress in order to extract confessions that would have sent them to the gallows turned 
into an international case. On this subject see “The Judicial Crime in Barcelona,” “The Barcelona 
Trial,” and “Barcelona’s Calvary” in Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 52, 90, and 107, 
respectively. 


Open Reply to an “Intransigent” [by Domenico] 


Translated from “Risposta aperta ad un ‘intransigente,”” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, 
new series, no. 9 (November 4, 1899) 


[In the open letter, addressed to “Paolo” and dated “London, October 18, 1899,” “Domenico” 
responds to a letter in which his correspondent informed him that he absolutely felt no need for an 
agreement between the revolutionary parties, since “the coming revolution cannot be an anarchist 
revolution, hence it should be of no concern to anarchists.” According to Paolo, “being anarchists, 
we should only be interested in what directly concerns anarchy and not, in the coming revolution, 
take to the streets to save someone else’s bacon.” The author’s response is largely ad personam. ]176 

As is evident from this open letter, it seems as if a few comrades think there is a 
contradiction between staying loyal to the anarchist ideas and taking part in the coming, and 
any revolutionary, movement. Some, lest they betray their ideas, would rather remain 
neutral in an uprising from which they do not expect the immediate success of anarchy, 
whereas others, so as not to renounce taking part in the insurrection, show a tendency to 
postpone the realization of the ideal until the cows come home. 

This is a very important issue upon which it would be good to open a wide-ranging 
debate between comrades. 

As for ourselves, we believe that the alleged contradiction does not exist; and that it is 
precisely to serve the anarchist ideal that anarchists must take part in any movement; but 
take part as anarchists, on behalf of their ideas, and not to save someone else’s bacon. 

We will revisit this matter in the next issue.177 


Editors’ note 


176 The author of the letter, who claims to have recently written “a lot and at length on the subject,” could 
have been Domenico Zavattero, who in London in 1899 had published I Rivoluzionari e la situazione in 
Italia (Revolutionaries and the situation in Italy), in which he proposed that all revolutionary forces 
come together to attack the established powers. 

177 In reality the matter would not be addressed further in subsequent issues. It had nevertheless been 
extensively addressed in “Against the Monarchy” and “Revolutionary Alliance,” p. 16 and 95, 
respectively. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series no. 9 (November 4, 1899) 


The newspapers are calling Cesare Batacchi the Dreyfus of Italy.17s 

Let’s not confuse the two. 

Dreyfus is a soldier who, without even the excuse of necessity, voluntarily chose to make 
manslaughter his profession. He certainly would have thought it his duty to command the 
opening of fire on workers when ordered to do so by his superiors; and, circumstances 
permitting, he would have made a career out of massacring people like an ordinary Galliffet. 
Instead, things did not go as he had hoped, and he has fallen victim to the wicked 
institutions he once defended. 

One might argue that the hunter has been caught in his own trap. 

Batacchi on the other hand was an internationalist, an anarchist socialist; and though 
innocent he was sent to prison because he defended justice and freedom. 

Dreyfus was pitied by us when he was cruelly tortured by his colleagues. 

Cesare Batacchi, tortured by the enemies of the people, enjoys our respect, admiration, 
and love. 


178 An article entitled “Carlo [sic] Batacchi: I] Dreyfus italiano!” had appeared in the September 9, 1899 
issue of II Proletario (New York). On the day after this article, on November 5, Il Progresso Italo- 
Americano opened with an editorial entitled “La pietosa storia di Cesare Batacchi. I] Dreyfus d'Italia” 
(Cesare Batacchi’s pitiful tale. Italy’s Dreyfus). 


Martyrdom in Chicago. November 11, 1887 


Translated from “Il martirio di Chicago. 11 Novembre 1887,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New 
Jersey) 5, new series, no. 10 (November 11, 1899)179 


“The day will come when our silence will be more powerful than the voices you strangle 
today” 
[Words spoken from the gallows by August Spies]1s0 


And indeed the silence of those magnanimous ones, martyrs of the anarchist cause, victims of 
their love of humanity, was powerful: it was powerful because their martyrdom gave birth to 
thousands upon thousands that continue their work; and it is still powerful because when we 
remember them our mind ignites with a sacred passion, and we sense that, whatever we do 
for the cause, it will always be little compared to the splendid example of devotion and 
sacrifice they gave us. 


Here, briefly, are the facts. 

In the spring of 1886 the workers of Chicago were taking action to have the work day 
reduced to eight hours. Strikes, rallies, demonstrations, followed one after another and 
multiplied. 

Anarchists, aware of and vocal about the fact that the oppression of workers will not end 
until there are no more property-owners nor governments, stood at their post, among the 
people, and encouraged them to hold strong and increase their demands. For the anarchists it 
was important people see that when they truly want something, and trust direct action to get 
it, there isn’t a force in the world that can stand in their way. 

On May 3, at the gates of a plant, there was a demonstration by strikers, accompanied by 
women and children, against the master and against workers who, lacking solidarity with 
their comrades, went to work; and stones were thrown at the plant. The police, alerted by 
telephone, rushed to the scene, and were greeted with expressions of hostility from the 
demonstrators. In response they fired a few shots from their revolvers, to which the workers 
replied with stones and their own revolvers. Then the police opened live and continuous fire 
on the crowd, not caring that women, children, and elderly were there. Left lying on the 
ground were six dead and many wounded, all from the people’s side. 

Upset by the massacre, Spies, an editor of the German anarchist newspaper Arbeiter 
Zeitung, raced to the editorial office and wrote a manifesto entitled Revenge Circular which, 
after a few changes suggested by Fischer, was printed in twenty thousand copies, and 
distributed at all worker meetings. It was an invitation to come to a protest against the police 
in Haymarket Square on the evening of the 4th. 

That meeting was indeed held, without serious incident. There were only a few hundred 
people still left in the square, when the police appeared and marched against the crowd, with 
bayonets lowered, charging. 

At that point, an energetic man, who remained unknown, hurled a bomb into the police 
lines, killing one of them and wounding seventy.1s1 

The people, who had gathered at the rally unarmed, did not know how and were unable 


to make the most of the effect produced by the bomb; and the police, recovering from their 
terror, indulged in all manner of violence. Thereafter all those who were well-known, or 
most feared, in the workers’ movement were arrested, and the trial began. 

The anarchists, who were later convicted of the act, had already left the square when the 
police arrived and the bomb was tossed; and the prosecution failed to show any connection 
between them and the unknown person who had thrown the bomb. 

But the bourgeoisie was frightened, and no one is as ferocious as cowards: they wanted to 
stop the workers’ movement which had gained such magnificent momentum, and this 
opportunity seemed propitious. They bought off the judges, jury members, witnesses, and 
sought and secured the conviction of those whom it saw as the leaders of the movement, 
because they were its most passionate and intelligent champions. 

August SPIES, Albert R. PARSONS, Louis LINGG, Michael SCHWAB, Samuel FIELDEN, 
George ENGEL, and Adolf FISCHER were sentenced to death; Oscar NEEBE, the charges 
against whom the public prosecutor had dropped, was sentenced to fifteen years of forced 
labor. 

Sentenced, they were held for over a year in prison under the threat of execution; and 
were tormented in a thousand ways, in hopes of an act of weakness that might diminish the 
prestige of their martyrs’ halo. But it was all useless. Right to the end these strong men 
remained worthy of their cause. Just as during the hearing they had stood by their principles 
even at the risk of their lives and turned the defendant’s bench into an apostles’ pulpit, so in 
prison they made every effort to use their hardship in service of the cause and to prevent 
their friends from stooping to apply for clemency, and so they died at the gallows, where 
they climbed up smiling, their minds cheered by the vision of a future of justice and 
happiness that their blood will have helped to assure for the human race. 

On November 11, 1887, PARSONS, FISCHER, ENGEL, and SPIES were hanged. LINGG 
committed suicide—or had been forced to kill himself—in prison. FELDEN and SCHWAB had 
their sentences commuted, and ended up in the penitentiary along with NEEBE. 

Six years later, in June 1893, along came (a singular occurrence) a governor, ALTGELD of 
Illinois, who acknowledged the full disgrace of the trial, spelled it out in an unforgettable 
message and, exercising the rights given to him under United States law, released the three 
convicts in complete freedom. 


kK * 


People, remember! Your masters have no mercy. They have none in America, they have none 
in Europe; they have none under a republic, they have none under a monarchy; they have 
none in Chicago, they have none in Conselice nor in Milan.is2 And don’t ask them for any. 

You languish in misery and wretchedness—and you will remain there until you rise to rid 
yourselves once and for all of these greedy masters, these ignoble rulers, who live off your 
sweat, who quench their thirst with your blood. 

For the tears of your daughters prostituted by the rich, for the groans of your brothers 
starving to death, for the blood of those who died for your sake, for your dignity, for your 
own self-interest—ready yourself for the grand struggle and as soon as you can, at the first 
chance you get, enter the fray to win all of the freedom, all of the wealth. 


179 This article is a reworked version of a flyer “Martyrdom in Chicago: A Republican Murder,” published 
anonymously in 1890 by the group that months earlier had edited L’Associazione. The differences 


between the two versions are such that they justify their separate reprinting. The present article was 
republished in Luigi Fabbri’s Lotta Umana and in other anarchist newspapers with Malatesta’s 
signature attached to it. 

180 Brackets in the original text. 

181 The final count of the victims, resulting from the bomb blast and the ensuing gunfire, was actually of 
seven police officers and no less than four civilians. 

182 In Conselice three workers were killed during a demonstration in May 1890; the reference to Milan 
concerns the events of May 1898 (see note 19). 


Our Organization 


Translated from “La nostra organizzazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 10 (November 11, 1899) 


In all our propaganda, we have always insisted upon the distinction between authoritarian 
organization and anarchist organization. 

Authoritarian organization, which is to say the type in which some command and others 
obey, derives from the arrogance of those who finds themselves, in some way, in a more 
advantageous situation than others, as well as from the submissiveness and apathy of the 
masses, who, unwilling and unable to manage for themselves, let themselves be dominated 
by someone who sets them to work in his place, with the pretext, or perhaps the sincere 
intention, of doing good for them. In an authoritarian organization the rulers are always, in 
practice, a very small number of individuals; but even if they accounted for the numerical 
majority of the organized, their domination would not be any less unfair and fecund with 
corruption and woes of every kind for the rulers and the ruled alike. 

Anarchist organization is the agreement of those who, having a common aim to achieve, 
unite under a common interest and divide the work as they think most appropriate to 
achieve that goal, each having a moral responsibility only to those agreements that he freely 
accepted, and only for as long as he accepts them. 

Organization, which is to say not casual but systematic organized cooperation, being vital 
to any social life, needs to be the deliberate outcome of the wishes of all of those concerned, 
so that it does not become oppressive. People who believe they can save their own autonomy 
by avoiding agreements with others, actually suffer more than anyone else from the 
arrogance of the social environment, as well as that of variously privileged persons. And the 
only way of overthrowing authority and preventing its overt or covert resurgence, is for 
everyone to join together with those who share the same ideas, the same interests, the same 
desires and seek, through voluntary cooperation with them, the means we lack alone. 

And since people can agree on one thing and disagree on others, have some common 
interests and some contrasting ones, they cannot join together in a single gigantic association 
intended to meet all of life’s material and moral needs; but must unite into a hundred 
different groupings, which can be modified according to changes in ideas and interests; tiny 
groups in the case of some goal shared by just a few individuals, short-lived groups in the 
case of short-lived interests; but the broader and more lasting goals to be achieved are shared 
by many people and require the participation of a large number of people and are more 
permanent in nature. 


We have stated and repeated these things thousands of times, both about society in general, 
and about party organizations and any other grouping for specific purposes. 

But we can only assume that such things are very hard to understand, or that we have 
expressed ourselves very poorly, since there are still those who, despite all our objections, 
continue to tell us: “The organization for which you advocate and which you say is anarchist 
is essentially authoritarian, since you want the members to submit to the majority, the 
groups to obey the Federation, the Congresses to be the party’s Legislative Assemblies, and 


the Correspondence Committee its executive power.” 

Which is the exact opposite of what we want! 

They allude to older organizations more or less afflicted with authoritarian residues. But 
what does that prove against us? If we wished to make a personal issue out of this, we could 
easily show that those who write this newspaper, and who have been especially called into 
question, bear none of the responsibility for those mistakes and indeed have played no small 
part in fighting against them: something that perhaps those who are calling us authoritarians 
may not be able to say themselves. But what does that matter? We are not writing history 
here; we are making propaganda: meaning that our thoughts are on the future and not the 
past; we advocate what we think should be done, not what has already been done. 

And even if the organizations, now being created or attempted, do not turn out to be 
flawless models of anarchism, that would mean that ideas are slow to alter the habits all 
people acquire from their education and current social life, meaning that, despite the ideas, 
there are those among us who have a tendency to impose their will and, worse still, those 
who through apathy or irresponsibility let them get away with it, and suffer the will of others 
without responding when that will does not correspond to their own. But this does not mean 
that we are wrong, as we constantly preach that no one should defer to someone else’s will 
and that everybody should play an active, direct part in the common work, unless they want 
others to do it for them and in their own way: and it does not mean that in order to rebuke 
the overbearing to show proper respect for others and in order to awaken the will of the 
passive ones and illuminate the consciousness of the less developed, we must encourage 
social disintegration, which is the chief cause of bullying by the few and of thoughtlessness 
of the many. 

It seems to us that we have always expressed this very clearly and that it should be 
impossible, for anyone who reads or listens without prejudice, to misunderstand us. In any 
event, we shall strive to break the argument down as much as we can. 


The organization we are dealing with here is an organization for propaganda, and for a 
propaganda that must lay the moral foundations for revolutionary action, and for the 
realization of our ideas. 

Material preparation for the insurrection perhaps requires organization of a different sort, 
but we will not deal with that here. 

So, organization for propaganda. 

Since there is little one can do in isolation—and very many do nothing at all;—since the 
greater connections are between us the greater the means we have to not just direct 
propaganda toward others, but also to develop and improve ourselves, we wish to come 
together, into regular and ongoing relationships, with all who share the same purpose as us, 
and who wish to cooperate with us in achieving our goals. 

To not find ourselves in the alternative—either deferring to the majority in matters of 
principles and general tactics, which could place us in the position of having to defend ideas 
other than our own and in any case would accustom us to a form of social coexistence 
contrary to that we want to achieve—or to split apart the day after we form a union, which 
would make the organization useless—we want to be sure to agree, and thus to stay united, 
at least until the situation changes radically and our associates alter their ideas for one 
reason or another. And so at the foundation of the organization we place a program that 
generally expresses the goals which those entering the organization seek to achieve, and the 
means by which they seek to achieve them. 


Without believing we are obligated to automatically and without scrutiny recognize as 
anarchists—in the sense in which we use that term—anyone who wishes to use the name, we 
do not claim that our program is the only one that reflects the anarchist idea. 

If not in terms of final goals, then certainly in terms of methods, there are a hundred 
different viewpoints, all of which are compatible with the fundamental anarchist idea, which 
is the idea of a society in which the means of life are accessible to all, where no one has the 
right to impose his will upon others, and where the entire life of society is rooted in free and 
voluntary agreement between individuals. But, of course, among the many possible methods 
more or less likely to achieve the goal, we have our own preferences and want to join 
together with those who share our preferences, since it is only when you agree on methods— 
especially upon methods to be used immediately—that cooperation is possible. 


Organization ordinarily starts with the local group; which does not prevent the possibility of 
there being groups made up of people living in different locations, who join forces for a 
specific purpose they all share. Of course within the same location there may well be several 
groups for general propaganda, if this is allowed or required by the circumstances, or 
perhaps by personal likes and dislikes; just as there may be groups set up for particular tasks. 

Within the group the individual enjoys perfect autonomy, since he joins it, not to submit 
to the will of others, but in order to give and receive help in those matters he holds dear; 
therefore he is not required to cooperate on matters which he does not approve, and can 
always leave the group should an incompatibility arise. 

There is nothing for the majority to impose upon the minority, even should the latter 
consist of a single person. Only in matters unrelated to principles, and in which it is 
impossible, or disadvantageous, to abide by several resolutions, will the minority find it 
necessary or useful to adjust to the majority opinion, and will adjust to it. Thus, for instance, 
if there is a question of scheduling the next meeting and a majority and a minority emerge, if 
both groups truly want to come together, one side will give way. And if common sense does 
not prevail, they will not have their meeting, and will feel the practical impact of their 
stubbornness. All better than authority! especially since, as always, authority and imposition 
would make things worse rather than better. 

Should the group have money, it may need to entrust that money to someone, which is to 
say to a treasurer. 

To collect the money needed to cover the group’s expenses, or to create a fund to be used 
as needed, some people prefer to give when and how much they can and want, others choose 
to commit to pay a set amount, unless it is beyond the realms of possibility, so that the group 
knows it can count on a certain minimum. And each group will do as it sees fit; and when a 
group cannot reach a consensus, it can also be arranged that, as has been done on several 
occasions, those opting for fixed dues should pay them with the rest donating whenever they 
want. 

The group needs to write; and it charges one of its members with writing, on the group’s 
behalf, whatever the group tells them to write. And if, as might be desired, correspondence is 
regular and active, it will appoint a secretary to handle that correspondence and report back 
to the group. Each member, let us be clear, retains the right to correspond directly with 
whomever they please, so that far from being an authority figure, the secretary is rendering a 
service to them all, especially to those who, not being able to write, would find themselves in 
the dark about everything and would have no means of communicating their thoughts 
beyond their local area. 


The group needs to do a certain thing that they cannot all do, or which does not need to 
be done by all; and it appoints Committees, of its own choosing, or spontaneously nominated, 
that carry out a given mandate and cannot substitute their own wishes for those of the 
group. 

And so, in all matters, the group will always seek to avoid the danger of authority, and to 
achieve the greatest possible effectiveness through voluntary agreement. 


It is in the interest of all groups to remain in ongoing, active relations to share their ideas 
and initiatives, and to support one another morally and materially: thus they federate with 
one another. 

This Federation does not require any reduction in their autonomy. Like the individual 
within the group so is the group within the federation, joining it not to submit to the will of 
others, but to secure support from those who agree with it. 

Within the limits of the program, each group does what it wants; and if it departs from 
the program, naturally no one can stop it, but by doing so it shows that it intends to 
withdraw from the federation established to championing that program. 

When there are many groups, it becomes impossible for each group to correspond with 
hundreds or thousands of groups, and even if that were feasible, it would be absurd to 
expend so much of the party’s energy and resources on writing and reading and posting 
letters. Thus the need arises for Correspondence Committees charged with receiving 
communications from each affiliated group and forwarding them to all the other groups 
through letters or specific bulletins. 

Like the group secretary, so the Correspondence Committee in the Federation does not 
constitute an authority, but is an institution set up for the convenience of all. The groups are 
always free to correspond with one another without going through the Committee; they can 
also never use it and therefore never contribute toward its costs; but those groups who 
believe it can serve them well and that cannot write or receive a large volume of letters on 
their own, find in it a way of keeping in regular contact with all their comrades and taking 
from such contacts, if nothing else, an inspiration to act, which costs them little in terms of 
expense or effort. 


Epistolary relations are not enough. From time to time it is useful for comrades to meet, get 
to know each other, discuss new issues that demand the party’s attention, and make 
arrangements for the smooth operation of the organization. 

The ideal would be for everyone to come together; but since that is practically impossible, 
the answer lies in meetings of comrades—sent by the groups or attending as individuals— 
who convey to the rest the impressions from their own environments and report back to the 
groups from which they come, on the outcomes of discussions and the impressions they have 
gathered. And the more frequently such meetings—or Congresses, if you wish—are held, and 
the more they are held in different places in order to allow the largest possible number of 
comrades the opportunity to take part in them from time to time, the better. 

The issue of participating with or without a group mandate has no importance beyond the 
statistical observation; because, in an anarchist organization, Congresses pass no laws and 
their resolutions are not binding to anyone. At Congresses ideas are discussed and developed, 


and proposals are made which are then submitted to all the groups and all the members of 
the organization, and are binding only to those who accept them. 


This is the form of organization, based entirely upon free agreement, that we propose. 
Everybody is at liberty to criticize and fight against it; but if you want to discuss it 
usefully, do so without attributing to us ideas and purposes contrary to those we actually 

have. 


On August 27, the Buenos Aires anarchist communist newspaper L’Avvenire published: 

“The meetings held last Sunday 7 [sic] and Tuesday 15 were impressively successful in 
terms both of the numbers who participated, and the subjects covered. After having calmly 
discussed the practicalities of propaganda methods and the effectiveness of propaganda, the 
following declaration was unanimously approved: 

“Many comrades and constituent groups, gathered at the premises of the Social Studies 
Circle on last Sunday 7 and Tuesday 15, unanimously endorsed as the most effective means 
the organization of free groups operating autonomously, independently of one another, 
coming together in momentary agreement only as the needs of propaganda may require.” is 

Which seems to suggest that the comrades in the Argentine Republic have dissolved the 
Federation established not so long ago.1s4 

We are sorry to see that; but we do not see it as an argument against our ideas. 

If those comrades had set up an organization in which the groups were not free and did 
not operate autonomously, if, as others say, they had set up an “authoritarian, centralized, 
and bureaucratic” organization, then, they being anarchists, it is only natural they should 
have felt uncomfortable. Only it seems to us they would have done better to fix the bad, 
rather than destroy the good along with the bad. 

The fact that they find it unnecessary to have a permanent agreement and propose only to 
agree momentarily only as the needs of propaganda may require, shows that they have not found 
a way to consistently use the strength that comes from everyone cooperating on a common 
project... and this reveals a weakness, not of this or that tendency, but of the anarchist 
movement in general. 

Let us work actively and we will feel ever more the need for agreement, which is to be all 
the broader and more steady as our sphere of action will be broader and our activity more 
steady. 

Life is coordination of activity; and the more intense it is, the greater the coordination. 


183 “Cose locali. Nuova orientazione di propaganda” (Local matters. A new propaganda orientation). 
184 The Federation’s “Statement of Principles” and “Pact of Alliance” had been approved at an assembly 
held in Buenos Aires on December 28, 1898 and published in L’Awenire of January 8, 1899. 


Our Challenge to “II Proletario” 


Translated from “La nostra sfida al ‘Proletario,’” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 10 (November 11, 1899) 


As readers will recall, having failed to draw Il Proletario into a discussion about ideas, and 
seeing that it responded by coarsely twisting our ideas for the use of its readership, we 
challenged it to a public debate, the report of which, drafted by common accord by the two 
parties, was to be published by LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE and II Proletario.1ss 

Il Proletario responds agreeing to the debate, “generously offering its meeting room” in 
Paterson (this generosity consists of wanting to keep for itself the proceeds which are always 
left to the owners of meeting rooms at every meeting held in Paterson); but declining to 
publish a report.iss Under these conditions we are unable to accept, since publication of the 
report in both newspapers is essential for us, given that our objective was not to secure for 
ourselves the pleasure of spending an evening in debate with our more or less gracious 
adversaries, but to inform readers of Il Proletario what our ideas really are, and at the same 
time provide our readers with a version of the ideas of the Il Proletario editors, the 
authenticity of which could not be called into question, since it would be a work of their 
own. 

We really cannot understand how men who say they are, and we want to believe, friends 
of truth and light, can turn down such a proposal—and instead reply to us with a shocking 
and malicious insinuation as this: “Who could stop LA QUESTIONE from printing that it has 
defeated us and left us dead and buried.” 

Do these gentlemen thus take their very own readers for imbeciles? 

What! we are the ones who, to avoid any possible unintended mistakes in an account 
written by an adversary, suggest publication of a report reviewed by the concerned parties, 
and we are the ones II Proletario suggests are capable of deliberately altering the truth! 

Moreover, this notion of winning or losing in a debate shows that II Proletario’s editors 
judge the struggle of ideas by rather medieval criteria. 

The relative superiority of one idea over another, of one party’s program over that of 
another, is not something that is decided in an evening, in a debate between two more or less 
competent orators. 

Debates, like lectures, serve only to provide food for thought to the public... and to the 
lecturers, too. 

We do not expect anything else; but this already seems like a lot.17 


185 “Challenge,” p. 119. 

186 “Corrispondenze. Da Paterson,” Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 29 (November 4, 1899). 

187 Correspondence from Paterson in La Questione Sociale of November 25 reports that the debate, argued 
by Malatesta and Rondani, took place on the 15th, although the summoning procedure had been 
rather peculiar. On the morning of the 15th La Questione Sociale received an invitation to Rondani’s 
lecture that evening, where agreements were to be made for the challenge. That evening Rondani 
instead expressed the wish that the challenge take place then and there. To please the audience 
Malatesta acquiesced. The only newspaper to publish a report of the debate was L’Aurora (West 
Hoboken) of November 25, which however limited itself to reporting and criticizing Rondani’s 
statements. On the debate, however, see also note 126. 


To Anarchist Speculators [by Critico] 


Translated from “Agli Anarchici Speculatori,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 10 (November 11, 1899) 


Under the title of 
To Anarchist Speculators 


we receive and publish: 


Without lecturing anybody, it seems to us that the issue should be clearly stated. 

Can an anarchist be a speculator? Or, swapping the terms, is it possible to engage in 
speculation while remaining, despite that, an anarchist? 

We have known a large number of comrades who were speculators; for that matter they 
only played the part of bourgeois; some (a very few) were driven by necessities of life; others 
(a larger number), on principle, claiming that acting like the bourgeoisie for them amounted 
to an immediate take-over. The latter (those who act like the bourgeoisie on principle) are 
today lost to the cause; the property of the bourgeoisie often being very well guarded, these 
neo-idealists have reached the point where they exploit their own worker brothers. 

For them, anarchy boils down to the bourgeois formula of “every man for himself.” 

They, as Flaustier says, deserve our kicks on their behinds.1ss 

As for those who, driven by necessities of existence, take to speculation, must they incur 
our condemnation? 

We do not believe so; it would be denying them the most imprescriptible of rights: the 
right to life. 

Should we praise them? Not at all. Theft being a bourgeois institution, it is, for this fact 
alone, incompatible with the anarchist ideal. If some, while remaining anarchists, resort to it 
because they are forced to do so by poverty, that, in our opinion, is seen as a forgivable 
necessity, but never as an example. 


CRITICO. 


The issue raised by our correspondent, which is the issue of how anarchists conduct 
themselves privately in present-day society, is most interesting. 

There are some who, forgetting that in present-day society no one can make themselves 
the master of their own destiny and live in accordance with their own ideals, would like 
anarchists to be perfect beings and live as if we were already in anarchy... and then they 
themselves must adapt to their environment and endure the necessities of life. 

However there are others who, because society does not allow us to live anarchistically, 
think any wicked action is allowed, blaming society for everything; and with the excuse of 
fighting the bourgeoisie with its own weapons, they themselves become bourgeois, or 
aspiring bourgeois. 

We must find between these two extremes the correct measures to guide us. 


Society dominates the individual, but it is the individual who makes society. 

We must try to correct society, but at the same time we must try to correct ourselves. 

We cannot entirely escape the influence of the environment; but we must resist this 
environment as much as possible when it pushes us toward things that are contrary to our 
principles. 

We cannot live as we would want to; but we must strive to live as little as possible in 
contradiction with our ideals. 

Anarchy is love, brotherhood, solidarity between men. And today, one is more or less a 
good anarchist, not depending on the position in which one has been placed by 
circumstances, but depending on the efforts one makes to live as much as possible in 
accordance with anarchist ideals, depending on the extent to which one feels the torment of 
having to live in conflict with oneself, which is to say in conflict with one’s own aspirations, 
and depending on the energy with which one struggles to remove the obstacles standing in 
the way of the realization of the ideal. 


Editors’ note 


188 “Flaustier” was the pseudonym of Paul Sosset, a Belgian professor, contributor to the anarchist press and 
author of the pamphlet A l’Aube d’un Siécle (At the dawn of a century). 


Minority Rights and the Ballot Box Trial 


Translated from “I diritti della minoranza ed il Processo delle Urne,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, 
New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 11 (November 18, 1899) 


As is common knowledge, the Italian socialist deputies, after having for some time 
prevented, through obstructionism, approval of Corporal Pelloux’s reactionary plans, 1s9 
seeing that the President of the Chamber wanted to put an end to the obstruction by 
violently taking away the rights granted to them under the law and by the rules, resorted to 
violence smashing up the ballot boxes and coming to blows with the cabinet’s pageboys. 

Because of this energetic act, or using it as an excuse, the government closed the session, 
promulgated by royal decree the reactionary measures proposed to parliament, and intended 
to proceed against four socialist deputies for violation of one of the many articles, which men 
of the law can always find when they want to tamper with people’s freedom. 190 

Then, after various events, which once more demonstrated how the judiciary is the very 
humble servant of the executive power, when the time came for the accused to appear in the 
court of assizes, the trial was deferred and the accused set free, because, once the session 
reopened, they once again enjoyed parliamentary immunity. 

The only thing we want to retain from this is the debate it has triggered regarding the 
rights of minorities. 

According to the government and the magistrates and the entire reactionary legion, the 
majority is absolutely sovereign and can commit any abuse of power, any high-handedness. 
The majority makes the law, and any opposition to the majority’s will being carried out, is 
criminal. 

It is an absurd, reactionary theory that, if acknowledged, after preventing any progress for 
a long time, would then lead to the greatest disasters; but it is logical in its brutality. Those 
who are in power and who aim at nothing but their own dominance, naturally seek to 
broaden, as much as they can, the rights of the legal majority at their disposal, because in so 
doing they broaden their own power. If tomorrow they were in the minority and the new 
majority wanted to attack their privileges, then they would change their minds and 
become... liberals. Nothing is simpler to understand. 

The position taken by the socialists, who fight in the name of a principle, is not as clear 
and logical. 

They say that minority rights are one of the most brilliant achievements of civilization, 
and that the minority that resists the high-handedness of the majority, and opposes violence 
with violence, is doing civilization’s work. 

And in order to show that “force is not always an anti-social and anti-civilized thing” and 
that to the contrary “there are cases in which force becomes the claimant or producer of 
civilization,” Bissolati describes the 1892 revolution in the canton of Ticino, when the 
liberals, finding themselves denied by the clericalists in power, the use of legal means to 
revise the constitution, armed themselves and seized the government;—and he concludes: 


The example of the Ticino revolution of 1892 states in fact that at certain times in history two 
types of violence can collide; the violence of those who want to destroy the law because they 
see it used as a sword and shield by their opponents, and the violence of those who, faced 
with the imminent threat of being robbed of that sword and that shield, rise up, using all 
means at their disposal, against the despoilers. The first is the violence of reaction, the second 


is the violence of revolution. 19 


Therefore according to the democratic socialists, insurrection is only justifiable when it 
takes place in defense of the law violated by the rulers; and this concept of the law, which 
binds the majority and the minority, is the source of the contradiction in which these 
socialists wander. 

What is the law if not the expression of violence of the majority made normal and 
permanent? 

The socialist deputies rebelled because the president violated the rules to their detriment, 
and they did well to do so. But if the changes that Sonnino and Pelloux want to make to the 
rules are adopted and acquire the force of law, will the socialists recognize the new legality? 

The monarchy and private property are certainly legal institutions. Do they mean to 
respect these, or at least not attack them if they do not have the legal means to do so? 

As long as the socialists aspire to government of the majority (and if there must be a 
government, it would still be the least evil of governments), as long as they will recognize 
the Law, they will always be in contradiction with themselves, and they will, somewhat more 
hypocritically, do what everybody does: they will accept the decisions of the majority when 
they are in their favor, and they will reject them if they are against them. 

In order to return to logic and sincerity, it would be necessary to accept the anarchist 
program: NOT LAW, BUT FREE AGREEMENT; FREEDOM FOR ALL MINORITIES, FOR ALL 
INDIVIDUALS TO DO AS THEY WANT WITH THE ONLY LIMIT OF THE EQUAL FREEDOM OF 
OTHERS. 


189 See note 87. 

190 The four socialist deputies charged were Leonida Bissolati, Giuseppe De Felice Giuffrida, Oddino 
Morgari, and Camillo Prampolini. 

191 “Preparandomi al confiteor” (Preparing myself for the Confiteor), Avanti!, October 26, 1899. 


Object Lesson 


Translated from “Lezione delle cose,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 11 
(November 18, 1899) 


The democratic socialists have much boasted about the tactics of their Belgian comrades; and 
here in Paterson we have had a lot to debate with Rondani on this subject. 

Twice now the Belgian socialists, after having brought the people into the streets and 
frightened the government with the threat of revolution, instead of taking advantage of the 
situation, to at least wrest genuine improvements for workers from the authorities and 
bourgeoisie, calmed everything down in return for simple electoral concessions, and when all 
is said and done, had more trust in an alliance with bourgeois parties than the people’s 
energy.192 

And now they are beginning to experience the effects of the tactics that so delighted 
Rondani; he perhaps will not be displeased to hear repeated by the Avanti! correspondent, in 
the passage that we reprint below (italics added by us), some of the things that we told 
him:193 


BRUSSELS, 27 (victor).—The proportional representation proposed by the government, 
supported by the clericalists and the liberals and opposed by the socialists, radicals, and 
intransigent clericalists, has been approved in its first article... 

The socialists’ decision to abandon obstructionism, while unexpected, came as no 
surprise . . . The socialist party, which did not—and perhaps could not—profit from the times 
when people were in the streets ready to do anything to win universal suffrage, suffers a setback 
in its surrender... 

Two lessons flow from this whole state of affairs and the story of these few months: that 
after having led the people into the streets, it is a mistake to not urge them on steadfastly to direct, 
immediate conquest of the preestablished goals; and that it is a mistake to trust the bourgeois 
parties. 


192 On the Belgian socialists’ struggle for universal suffrage, culminating in the April 1893 general strike, 
see Malatesta’s article “How to Get... What You Want,” in Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 64. 

193 “La vittoria degli anti-ostruzionisti nel Belgio” (The victory of the anti-obstructionists in Belgium), 
Avanti!, October 30, 1899; from the Avanti! article we are reprinting only the parts most relevant to 
Malatesta’s argument. 


To the Comrades 


Translated from “Ai compagni,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 11 
(November 18, 1899) 


We learn that many groups, which are of the same frame of mind as ourselves and have 
notified us that they intend to join the Federation, have not yet sent the Correspondence 
Committee their notice of affiliation, nor their address, nor any kind of communication. 194 

If everyone were to do the same, the Federation would certainly remain a pious wish, and 
after a few short-lived heaves, would end up disappearing, with or without a formal death 
certificate. 

And then our opponents would announce as a “new orientation” 195 and a step forward 
what would simply be the consequence of the laziness and apathy of the majority, and they 
would rejoice in something that should be painful for all men of good will, since the 
apathetic serve no cause. 

So, if the comrades truly want to keep in constant communication with comrades, and 
exchange ideas, and mutually support one another and join forces to implement those 
initiatives they endorse—which constitutes the essence and purpose of the Federation—they 
should not delay in communicating their affiliation and address to the Correspondence 
Committee, writing to: 


CIRCOLO DI STUDII SOCIALI 
Box 299 
Barre, Vermont 


We receive a message that the anarchist-communist group of Yohoghany, Pa., has sent its 
affiliation to the Anarchist Socialist Federation. 

The provisional correspondence committee of the Federation, which as the comrades are 
aware, is based in Barre, Vt.—informs us that within this week it will issue a circular-letter to 
all anarchist groups in the United States for which it has addresses. 


194 The formation of the correspondence committee, mentioned in La Questione Sociale of November 23 (see 
“Anarchist-Socialist Federation,” p. 79), had been announced in the October 7 issue. 
195 For this reference see note 104. 


Going Backwards like Crabs 


Translated from “Come i gamberi,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 11 
(November 18, 1899) 


The council of ministers in France unanimously approved a Waldeck-Rousseau bill on 
workers’ unions. 

We do not yet know the actual text of that bill, but it is known that it is an old, slightly 
amended, bill by Waldeck-Rousseau, which, in exchange for acknowledgment of certain 
rights that workers take for themselves if they are aware and united, and that are useless if 
the workers do not know how to seize them, intends to subject workers’ associations to 
continuous police supervision and strip their struggle of any revolutionary significance, 
confining it within the boundaries indicated by the law. 

The socialists have always protested that bill, stating that “gifts” from the bourgeoisie 
could only be fatal to the working class. 

But now Millerand is in power, and Waldeck-Rousseau becomes a friend of proletarians. 

Indeed, Avanti!’s Parisian correspondent, speaking about the Waldeck-Rousseau bill, as if 
it was the work of a socialist, says: 


This reform comes at a good time to show certain adversaries of socialism how, far from 
carrying with it impracticable demands, socialism has today become, by the admission of the 
same rulers drawn from the bourgeoisie, one of the most encouraging and effective factors of 
progress.196 


What in the world would be a “socialism” that has the gift of being so delightful to rulers 
drawn from the heart of the bourgeoisie? 

Meanwhile we note that the demands of pre-parliamentary socialism have become mere 
“impracticable demands” for parliamentary socialists. 

And yet they do not want to acknowledge that every success of socialists in the realm of 
the parliament and government represents socialism prostituting itself to bourgeois interests. 


Lazio’s (democratic) socialists at their recent Congress in Rome passed an agenda, from 
which we borrow the following passage that we dedicate to those who, in order to be 
controversial, say, when debating with us, that the democratic socialists also aspire to a 
society without government: 


The congress, reaffirming the socialist party’s belief that the exercise of freedom of the press, 
assembly, and speech, is not compatible with the interests and methods of the current 
government, reaffirms its immutable republican faith in matters of politics. 


Maybe the republic is no longer a form of government! 


196 “Pei sindacati operai: Il nuovo disegno di legge Waldeck-Rousseau” (For the workers’ unions: the new 
Waldeck-Rousseau bill), Avanti!, October 29, 1899. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 11 (November 18, 1899) 


Freedom, the organ of our London comrades, mentioning the debates that culminated in the 
withdrawal of some comrades from the La Questione Sociale group and the establishment of 
L’Aurora says that this concerns the famous issue: Organization versus free initiative. 197 

We leave it to the readers to evaluate the differences between us and L’Aurora; we do not 
want to speak of them lest we reopen a debate which we believe is inappropriate. 

We are only anxious to protest the way our friends from London present the issue, which 
is ultimately the way our adversaries use to present it. 

We are not against free initiative, or individual initiative if you want to call it that: instead 
we want to get organized and encourage everybody to get organized precisely so that the 
right of initiative ceases to be the privilege of those few who are able to organize others 
beneath them, and becomes a reality for all. 

And we are confirmed in our ideas seeing every day that, when our opponents want to 
pursue an initiative of their own, they do exactly what we do: they get organized. 


197 “International Notes,” Freedom (London) 13, no. 142 (October 1899). 


“The Two Freedoms” 


Translated from “‘Le due liberta,’” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 12 
(November 25, 1899) 


With this title and with the signature of Constant Martin, Le Libertaire of Paris publishes the 
following article, which we think requires our comment, to clearly establish our opinion in 
opposition to a tendency that, despite being called anarchist, contains the seed of a whole 
authoritarian theory and authoritarian practice. 


Everyone speaks in the name of freedom, royalists and clericalists, anti-Semites and Jews 
alike, masters and workers alike, rich and poor alike. 

And it is not unusual to find socialists, revolutionaries, and anarchists, overcome by 
sentimentality, who right now, “in present-day society,” seek freedom for all—while they 
have none themselves. 

This principle, or rather this general thesis, necessarily leads them to not deny the 
priest’s freedom to say Mass and to suborn the youth in churches, in schools, in confessionals; 
the royalists’ freedom to try to be our rulers; the masters’ right to exploit us; the anti-Semites’ 
right to slaughter Jews and drive them out of France. 

It is with this word, freedom, which seems to have become the important term in the 
clerical world, that attempts are now being made to put a stop to revolutionary efforts. 

What, you don’t approve of freedom for all, they tell us, you who call yourselves 
anarchists? You are nothing more than sectarians and horrible Jacobins. 

Such opposition willingly, or deliberately, confuses present-day society, full of privilege 
and social inequality, with the egalitarian society of the future; they argue from the 
perspective of present-day society that they want to preserve. 

But anarchists cannot accept this point of view, unless they wish to commit suicide, 
without denying their own reason for existing. 

What, they reply in turn, you have grabbed all the wealth, government and religious 
power; you have fabricated laws to uphold all your privileges, you keep us subjugated with 
hunger and with violence, and you demand freedom! And we are supposed to recognize your 
freedom to starve us to death, to make us be soldiers, to exploit us, to educate our children 
with the goal of securing your perpetual domination over us? 

No, we do not agree. Let us settle accounts first, let us divide things up, let us reassess 
the wealth: “let us become socially and economically equal” and then we will talk about 
freedom, since whoever lacks bread cannot be free. 

We accept freedom as one of the principles of the future society that we want to 
establish; but in present-day society we scoff at this principle, when it makes us perish: we 
deny our enemies all freedoms, all rights. 

We cannot practice anarchist principles in present-day society, which enslaves us, abuses 
us, kills us: doing so would be committing suicide. 

It is a clever move on the part of the priests and the wealthy to preach freedom today 
based on their “established rights,” and to say to us: why dispossess the clergy and strip them 
of their freedom to educate the youth? Freedom is like the sun: it shines on everyone. 
Therefore freedom for royalists, for capitalists, for anti-Semites, for masters, etc. 

The only thing left for the oppressed is the freedom to revolt: the efforts of their masters 
intend to take that away from them, creating confusion between the society of tomorrow and 


that of today. They will not succeed. 
Let the people organize for civil war, the necessary prelude to their liberation, and let 
them be merciless with their enemies. 


Now, let them call us sentimentalists as much as they want (the writer has heard that for 
twenty years alongside the other charge of “authoritarian” and it has not done his health any 
harm), but we cannot do less than to strongly protest against this reactionary, authoritarian, 
liberticidal theory that asserts freedom as a good principle for a future society and denies it 
in the present. 

It is in the name of this theory that today’s tyrannies were established; and it is in its 
name, if the people let themselves be persuaded, that future tyrannies will be established. 

The historian of the Great French Revolution, Louis Blanc, attempting to explain and 
justify the contradiction between the vaunted humanitarian and liberal aspirations of the 
Jacobins and the fierce tyranny they exercised when they were in power, drew a precise 
distinction between “the republic,” which was an institution yet to come in which the 
principles would be fully implemented, and “the revolution,” which was the present and 
helped justify every tyranny as a means of bringing about the triumph of freedom and 
justice.19s What came about was the guillotining of the best revolutionaries, as well as masses 
of the wretched, the consolidation of bourgeois power, the Empire and the Restoration. 

And the democratic socialists, these modern-day Jacobins, in the name of future freedom 
and as a means of reaching it, are preparing to seize power and force their tyranny upon us. 

We know well that the priests, the masters, the anti-Semites, the royalists and, may 
Constant Martin permit us to say, the republicans, are lying when they talk about freedom, 
since they only want freedom for themselves, because it serves to keep them or put them in 
power. We are well aware that there is no freedom for those who are economically 
subjugated and for those who must submit to the rule of the state. 

But in order to fight our enemies, and fight effectively, we do not need to deny the 
principle of freedom, not even for a moment: it is enough for us to want true freedom and 
want it for everyone, for ourselves just as others. 

We want to expropriate the owners, and to expropriate them with violence, since they 
hold on to society’s wealth with violence and use it to exploit the workers, not because 
freedom is a good thing for the future, but because it is always good, today as much as 
tomorrow, and the owners deprive us of it by depriving us of the means of exercising it. 

We want to overthrow the government, all governments—and to overthrow them with 
force since force is what they use to compel us to obey—not because, once again, we laugh 
at freedom when it does not serve our interests; but because governments are the negation of 
freedom and we cannot be free without having overthrown them. 

In France we will oppose, and with force, attempts by the anti-Semites and royalists, 
because they want to use force to violate the freedom of the Jews and to impose their 
domination over us. 

We want to use force to strip the priests of their privileges, since it is with such privileges, 
guaranteed to them by the force of the State, that they take from others the right, which is to 
say the means, to the same freedom to propagate their ideas and beliefs. 

The freedom to oppress, to exploit, to compel people to undergo military service, to pay 
taxes, etc., is the negation of freedom; and the fact that our enemies use the word freedom so 
excessively and so hypocritically, is not enough for us to deny the principle of freedom, 
which is the distinctive characteristic of our party, which is the eternal, constant, necessary 
factor of life and progress of humanity. 

Equal freedom for all and therefore the right to resist any violation of freedom, and to use 


brute force to resist, when violence is based upon brute force and there is no better way to 
successfully oppose it. 

And this principle is true today and holds true forever, since if anyone in some future 
society sought to oppress someone else, the latter would have the right to resist them and to 
fight force with force. 

Moreover, when does today’s society end and the future begin? when can one say that the 
revolution is definitively finished and that the unchallenged triumph of a free and egalitarian 
society has begun? If people are awarded the right to violate anyone’s freedom with the 
excuse of paving the way for the triumph of freedom, surely it will always be found that the 
people are not yet mature, that there are still dangers of a reaction, that education is not yet 
complete, and with this excuse an attempt will be made to cling to power:—power that could 
have begun as the force of a risen people, but that unregulated by a deep-seated feeling of 
respect for everyone’s freedom, would become a proper government, just like the 
governments that exist today. 


But, they will say to us, do you then want the priests to continue brutalizing children with 
their lies? 

No, we believe it is necessary, urgent, to destroy the vile influence of the priest, but we 
believe that the only means of doing so is freedom—freedom for us and for them. 

With force we want, and one day or another we will be able, to strip the priests of all 
privileges, all advantages that they owe to the protection of the State, and to the conditions 
of misery and subjugation in which proletarians find themselves; but this done, we rely on, 
and can only rely on the power of the truth, which is to say, on propaganda. 

We believe—and this is why we are anarchists—that authority cannot do anything good, 
or if it can do something relatively good, it does damage a hundred times worse in exchange. 
There is talk about the right to prevent the spread of mistakes. But with what means? 

If the strongest current of opinion is on the side of the priests, it will be the priests who 
will prevent our propaganda; if on the other hand opinion is on our side, then what need will 
there be to deny freedom to combat a decaying influence and to risk arousing sympathy for it 
by persecuting it? 

Every other consideration aside, it always suits us to stand for freedom, since, as a 
minority, we will have, if we demand freedom for all, greater moral strength to have our 
own freedom respected, and as a majority we will have no reason, if we truly do not aim at 
our own domination, to violate the freedom of others. 

And then, who is to say what is truth and what is error? Will we then establish a ministry 
of public education with its licensed professors, approved text books, school inspectors, etc.? 
And all this in the name of the “people,” just as the democratic socialists want to attain 
power in the name of the “proletariat”? 

And what about the corruption that power exerts, which consists in assuming the right to 
impose one’s will over others and being in a condition to do so? 

We rightly say that by entering parliament the democratic socialists practically cease 
being socialists. But this certainly does not depend on the material act of taking a seat in an 
assembly called parliament; but, rather, from the power attached to the title “member of 
parliament.” 

If we, in one way or another, dominate others and prevent them from doing what they 
want, we would practically cease being anarchists. 

Freedom then, freedom for all and in everything, with no limit other than the equal 


freedom of others: which does not mean—and even having to say this is ridiculous—that we 
embrace and wish to respect the “freedom” to exploit, oppress, command, which is 
oppression and not freedom.1o9 


198 Louis Blanc (1811-1882), author of Histoire de la Révolution frangaise, 12 volumes (1847-1862), was an 
exponent of “Jacobin socialism” and member of the provisional government of the Second French 
Republic established with the revolution of 1848. 

199 On this subject see also “For Freedom,” in Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 201. 


The Crisis of Anarchism 


Translated from “La crisi dell’anarchismo,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 12 (November 25, 1899) 


Some friends insist that I respond to an article published by one E. Leone in Presente e 
Avvenire of Rome entitled: The Crisis of Anarchism, which discusses the disagreements that 
have arisen among the Paterson anarchists and mentions my name. 

I agree to do so, but reluctantly; because such is the state of ignorance of this E. Leone 
concerning anarchists’ ideas and the history of anarchism that I really do not know where to 
begin. 

Indeed he believes that we have been calling ourselves anarchist socialists only since 
1897 (a mistake of 25 years in a movement that has only existed for little more than 30 
years!), and clearly shows, throughout his piece, that he knows little more about our 
movement than a few issues of La Questione Sociale and L’Aurora, and perhaps not even 
firsthand! 

This is too little for him to set to writing about the “Crisis of Anarchism” and to position 
himself as a judge between the competitors; and it explains how the writer could create such 
odd confusion in describing the differences separating us from anarchists of different 
leanings and in attributing to me ideas that are the very opposite of those I profess. 

However, we cannot repeat the general presentation of our program and retell our history 
every time somebody gets it into his head to talk about our matters without knowing 
anything about them! 

In any case, since I have taken to reply, I will try, as briefly as possible, to set the record 
straight. 

We, anarchist socialists, have existed as a separate party, with essentially the same 
program, since 1867, when Bakunin founded the Alliance, which (oh, irony of words!) began 
by being called the Alliance of Socialist Democracy, and then changed its name to 
Revolutionary Socialist Alliance: and we were the founders and soul of the anti-authoritarian 
wing of the “International Working Men’s Association.” 200 

Since then we have been socialist, anarchist, and revolutionary in the same sense as we 
are today. In Italy for many years we were simply referred to as socialists, because at that 
time there were no other socialists in Italy than ourselves, but we were anarchist socialists 
and called ourselves that any time there was any danger of misunderstanding. 

There have been divergences among us over our conception of the future society. At the 
start of the movement we were all collectivist, and then many of us (almost all in Italy and in 
France) became communist; then finally the differences began to diminish and almost 
vanished in the face of the notion of free organization and free social experimentation, which 
is essential to the anarchist program.201 But during these theoretical debates concerning the 
more or less distant future, we have always remained what we still are today, which is to say 
anarchist socialists. 

Meanwhile, in parallel to us, sometimes from within our very own ranks, other currents 
have developed that although describing themselves as anarchist were different from our 
current and opposed to it; and we constantly fought against them, just as we always fight 
against the democratic socialists and the various bourgeois parties, as every man and every 
party combats those ideas that they believe to be mistaken and harmful. 

Nevertheless, despite our unrelenting objection, it happened that the public, mainly due 


to noisy incidents that briefly drowned out the voices of the propagandists, lost the correct 
differential criteria, and confused as one, with serious damage to our propaganda, 
individualists and anarchist socialists, organizationists and antiorganizationists, 
revolutionaries and terrorists, men committed to fighting and sacrificing for the general good 
and men who openly declared that they sought nothing more than their own advantage, even 
at the expense of others. And then some of us, realizing the damage already done and the 
greater danger threatening our party’s future, shouted louder than usual, and managed to 
clearly break away from the others and draw the public’s attention to the differences that 
separate us from them.202 

If ever, it is referring to that period of battles, more intense than usual, and new in some 
respects, between individuals and groups of different leanings, laying claim to the common 
name “anarchist,” that one can truly speak of a crisis of anarchism. 

The battles prior to that intense period and the battles subsequent to it, including the ones 
fought in Paterson, are merely the ongoing, normal unfolding of our propaganda. And it is 
ridiculous to talk about a crisis when we are dealing with two fractions that have long gone 
their separate ways, which in the course of their work encounter one another and, of course, 
fight it out. 

But, crisis or no crisis, what is important for me is that I am not credited with ideas other 
than the ones I hold. 

Leone says that “the key concepts tying together the fabric of the individualists’ views are 
free initiative, free competition, mutuality, voluntariness” and he implies that my views run 
counter to these. 

Now, the real difference that separates us from the individualists (I am referring to the 
doctrinal individualists) is the issue of conscious and deliberate solidarity between men, of 
organized and continuous social cooperation, and has nothing at all to do with the principle 
of free initiative, to which we pay homage, and nothing at all to do with the principle of 
voluntariness which is at the core of our entire doctrine. 

That Leone then believes that we must “either agree (with those he calls pure anarchists) 
that any organization is to be avoided, or embrace democratic forms of organization with the 
sound logic that majorities make decisions and minorities obey them,” simply shows that he is 
completely saturated in the most antiquated authoritarian prejudices, and belongs among the 
ranks of people (alas there are so many!) who believe that four people cannot gather 
together without subjugation to a corporal, and perhaps a slave-driver armed with a whip. 

Let him nurture within himself the concepts of freedom and human dignity, and then he 
will be prepared to study anarchism with some chance of understanding it. 


ERRICO MALATESTA. 


200 The International Alliance of Socialist Democracy was made up of dissident members of the League of 
Peace and Freedom—Bakunin had participated in the latter’s congresses of September 1867 in 
Geneva and September 1868 in Bern. It then merged into the already existing International, thereby 
triggering the dispute between anarchists and marxists within that organization. The Alliance’s 
program was set out in seven points concerning: atheism; abolition of inheritance rights and 
collective ownership of the means of production; equality of development resources for all children; 
rejection of all political action not designed to bring about labor’s direct triumph over capital; the 
staged phasing-out of political and authoritarian States; rejection of patriotism; free association from 
the bottom up. In terms of both the number of points as well as the content, there is a persistent 
similarity between this program and Malatesta’s 1899 program (See “An Anarchist Programme,” p. 
43). 

201 For Malatesta’s determining contribution to this turning point, see “Appeal” and “Our Plans. I. Union 
between communists and collectivists,” in Volume II of these Complete Works. 

202 See, for instance, “A bit of theory” and “Errors and Remedies,” in Volume II of these Complete Works. 


What We Have to Say to “Il Proletario” 


Translated from “Quello che diciamo noi al ‘Proletario,’” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 
5, new series, no. 12 (November 25, 1899) 


h 
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. ERRICO MALATESTA NEL 1899 
quando era redattore della nostra Questione Sociale, 
ora Era Nuova, Urgenti richiami a Londra non gli 
permisero che un troppo breve soggiorno fra noi per 
aver l’agio di campiere it vasto lavoro di propaganda 

che si era prefisso. 
(Da una fotografia dell’epoca) 


“ERRICO MALATESTA IN 1899, when he was the editor of our Questione 


Sociale, now Era Nuova. Urgent calls from London prevented him from staying 
long enough among us to be able to complete the broad propaganda work that 
he had planned. (From a photograph of the period)” 
Source: L’Era Nuova (Paterson), July 17, 1915 

We take this from New York’s Il Proletario: 


“France, England, Germany, and the United States, the world’s four most advanced countries, 
proceeding in agreement although in the interest of capitalists, but also in the interest of 
civilization! What a beautiful dream for human progress! May the democracy of the four 
countries make a reality of it, with the end of exploitation, and the establishment of peace in 
the human family.” 

Thus and not otherwise the editorial of Il Progresso italo-americano ended on the 11th of 
this month. 

Now, as I detest rhetoric and lofty style, I wanted to break down the prose above and I 
have come up with the following construct: working in the interests of the capitalists, the four 
great powers may very well put an end to exploitation, etc... 

For a newspaper that brags of being forward-looking and libertarian, not bad, I say. What 
do the libertarians from L’Aurora and La Questione Sociale have to say about it?203 


What we say is that whoever penned the passage above is dishonest, if not a fool who writes 
without understanding what he is saying. We say this because he tends to make his readers 
believe that La Questione Sociale and L’Aurora—which, no matter what one thinks of the 
theories they advocate, are known to be anti-capitalist propaganda publications made in the 
exclusive interest of propaganda—may be associated with Sir Barsotti’s paper, which is a 
mouthpiece for bourgeois interests produced for the sole purpose of making money. 

That aside, let us point out that for socialists such as those of Il Proletario, who claim that 
the triumph of socialism must be preceded by a flourishing capitalist development, what Il 
Progresso italo-americano says must look like the most evident of truths. 


203 Somebody, “Sotto le forche caudine” (Running the gauntlet), Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 31 
(November 18, 1899). The editorial in Il Progresso Italo-Americano was entitled “England and 
Germany.” The italics were inserted by the Proletario writer. 


It’s a shame! 


Translated from “E una vergogna!” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 12 
(November 25, 1899) 


We are not patriots. 

The worker, the oppressed, Chinese or Russian or from any other country, is our brother, 
just as the property-owner, the oppressor, is our enemy, even if he is born in our home town. 

And yet we cannot help but feel a particularly stinging sense of shame, when we see how 
so many Italian proletarian immigrants act in this country—and in others. 

Not a strike happens without Italians going to break it, or trying to break it. And 
everywhere, in every trade, our countrymen content themselves with the lowest pay. 

You could say that Italians have a psychological need for low earnings... when it comes to 
earning from labor and not exploiting the labor of others. 

It is the deep-seated ignorance of their own rights, it is the long-ingrained habit of 
servility that robs Italian workers of the boldness to demand what more civilized workers 
barely consider a decent wage. It is narrow, stupid, improvident selfishness that prevents 
them from feeling the solidarity that binds them to other workers, and pushes them, for the 
immediate gain of a meager pay, to betray the cause of their comrades and serve the 
interests of the masters. 

Sometimes, it is true, they are driven by harsh necessity, by hunger, to accept work under 
any condition, and then they are simply to be pitied. But, unfortunately, this is not generally 
the case. 

We have recently seen in New Haven, Conn., and we see today in Orange Valley, N.J., 
Italians leaving the work they have so that they can go take the place of strikers out of sheer 
greed to earn a few more cents! 

And the Italian typesetters provide us with another despicable spectacle, even though, by 
virtue of their profession, they should be more developed, more aware than other workers. 

Let us leave aside those who cannot even grasp the usefulness, the duty, of uniting with 
their comrades to defend common interests, and let us talk about those who have formed 
resistance societies. They have introduced a pay rate, but they set the pay lower than that of 
the American Typesetters’ Union. Why? Italian typesetters in the United States are few in 
number, they are much sought after and the work that they do cannot be put off because it is 
nearly all newspaper work; nor can they be replaced by Americans who don’t know the 
language. Is it really their passion then to want to be less than other workers of other 
nationalities in the same profession? 

LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE of course pays its typesetters according to the pay rate. Yet, 
would you believe it? there is always some compositor who, offering to do it for less, tries to 
steal the work away from those who do it now. And they do this with such unawareness that 
they are taken aback when we respond that we do not want scabs. 

Let our comrades and all Italian-speaking workers with any sense of dignity and 
understanding of their own interests set out to eliminate this shameful behavior, which has 
made the name “Italian” despised and mocked everywhere. 


We are told that New York’s Il Proletario, organ of the democratic socialists, is composed by a 
poor devil they have by the throat and pay under the union rate. 

That would be a terrible example to set and would reduce the efficacy of Il Proletario’s 
propaganda on behalf of workers’ resistance. 

Let us hope we have been misinformed. Should it turn out to be true, let us ask the 
Typesetters’ Union why it has not blacklisted Il Proletario for being produced by scab labour. 


The Taxpayers’ Strike in Spain 


Translated from “Lo sciopero dei contribuenti in Spagna,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 
5, new series, no. 12 (November 25, 1899) 


Something of great importance is happening in Spain, due to the consequences that may 
result. 

Businessmen and industrialists are refusing to pay taxes and prefer to risk the seizure and 
sale of their property by bailiffs, rather than willingly give in to the insatiable demands of 
the tax authorities. 

In Barcelona especially, the movement has become widespread, so much so that the 
government there has proclaimed a state of siege and declared non-payers guilty of sedition, 
to be judged by court martial. In reality few people have been jailed and the threats have 
failed to scare anyone. 

It pains us that the news reaches us so late and so incompletely that it is impossible for us 
to keep our readers up-to-date on the events. However, we want to make a few remarks 
about this situation, since it is not impossible that a similar situation may occur in Italy 
someday. The memory is still fresh of the 1897 protest led by Roman shopkeepers in 
opposition to the assessment of taxable income during which... a worker was killed! 204 

Fed up with a government that takes from them much of what they themselves take from 
the workers, the bourgeoisie seem, especially in Catalonia, determined to resist until the end. 
But it is evident that unless the workers become involved everything will end peacefully: 
either the government or the capitalists will surrender, or, more likely, a compromise will be 
made between them both for the greater glory of their shared rule. Wolf does not eat wolf— 
and the state of siege in Barcelona must have been prompted, more than anything else, by 
the very fear that the workers might become involved in the conflict. 

But what should workers aware of their rights and their interests do? 

Save the businessmen’s and industrialists’ bacon, certainly not. 

The industrialists exploit and kill the workers with excessive and unhealthy labor: no 
human consideration prevails over their greed for increased profits. Businessmen exploit 
them as consumers and, to enrich themselves, do not hesitate before systematically poisoning 
the population. The prosperity of both, and the entire bourgeoisie, is founded on the misery 
and enslavement of the workers. And all the bourgeois always side with each other and with 
the government, when it comes to keeping the people oppressed, even through slaughter. 

Why should workers ever side with the bourgeoisie in their conflicts with the 
government? 

They should rather intervene in the situation, but on their own behalf, to profit from the 
division presently existing between their enemies. 

And since the issue is refusal to pay they may take their example from the bourgeoisie, 
and they should not pay their rents nor anything else they can avoid paying. 

The things that fill the warehouses are things produced by the people and that rightfully 
belong to the people. The force of the government is the only reason preventing the people 
from touching these things. Now the bourgeoisie, who have stolen these things and hold on 
to them thanks to the government’s protection, find that this protection is too expensive and 
are rebelling. 

Very well; but let them return the stuff. 

Better yet: let the workers take it back... and by force. 


204 See “The Carnage in Rome,” in Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 329. 


Social Movement. United States 


Translated from “Mouvement Social. Etats Unis,” Germinal (Paterson, New Jersey) 1, no. 5 (November 
30, 1899) 


PATERSON.—Below we carry a report on a conference organized by the socialists of Paterson. 
Rondani, the former socialist member of the Italian parliament, opened the conference. 20s 

He began with the claim that the distinction between socialism and anarchism relates only to 
collectivism and communism. His language seemed to lean towards communism but after some 
sophistry it leaned toward collectivism. The socialists, he said, are very logical in that they know how 
to profit from the right to vote; the only so-called practical means of winning social emancipation. 
Besides, he added, the socialists are gaining ground whereas the anarchists are dying out. He also 
claims that progress and science will kill off the anarchist epic entirely and argues that anarchist ideas 
attract many followers in the more impoverished and ignorant countries such as Italy and Spain, 
whereas they are only a minority in France, Switzerland, Germany, etc. He then claims that the real 
socialists are the socialists from the Labor Party. 

Our comrade Malatesta rises to his feet with a smile, like a self-confident man. We know, he says, 
that at first the anarchists referred to themselves simply as socialists and, shortly afterwards, 
politicians came to the fore who claimed the name of socialists for themselves. But, not content with 
calling themselves socialists, those politicians sought to add, not one, but many labels to that name: we 
have seen thereafter religious socialists, democratic socialists, parliamentary socialists, etc. 

He points out especially the unfeasibility of collectivism, when it comes to the measurement of 
work, and at the same time the difficulties of communism; and he states that the free agreement alone 
can produce true organization by means of ongoing experimentation with production and social 
consumption. But to get to the point of free agreement, authority, which stands in the way of proper 
social organization, must to be destroyed: authority, the great beast which Rondani has avoided to 
discuss. Herein lies the ultimate kernel of the anarchist philosophy: it is not a question of setting 
boundaries to social organization; what matters is that the authority, which prevents the unfettered 
growth of that organization, must be abolished. 

Malatesta then reviews the history of the International, so as to show that socialism was 
introduced into both Italy and Spain by anarchists. Contrary to Rondani’s assertion that the anarchists 
are making no headway, he goes into a lengthy explanation of the advances being made by their idea 
everywhere, adding that we have a splendid example before our very eyes right here in Paterson where 
two Italian anarchist newspapers, a Spanish one and a French one are being published, while, when we 
got here, there was only one, the Q. S., publishing twice a month.20 He remarks that while the 
anarchists might not be progressing as fast as they would like, this is because their idea does not take 
bourgeois into their ranks like the socialists do, because they know all too well that they could not 
keep their privileges. 

Next, he offers a splendid critique of electoral action and shows that voting does not build a 
socialist consciousness. He presents lots of examples and forcefully attacks Rondani’s contention that 
the social question can be resolved by means of parliamentarianism. 

Rondani attempts to reply but drifts off into digressions, after having lost himself in rhetorical 
flourishes, which lead him to conclude that laws may always be needed in a civilized society, trying to 
argue that law is the same thing as free agreement. Here Malatesta proved very eloquent and mounted 
a very successful rebuttal. In the end, Rondani was left not knowing how to respond; he was caught in 
his own snare. The impression left on the audience was entirely in favor of our ideas. It was a splendid 
evening for the cause. 


205 The date of the lecture is not given. However, since Germinal was published fortnightly in Paterson, we 
can assume that the lecture was given during the two preceding weeks. It is therefore probable that 
this was the Malatesta—Rondani debate held in Paterson on November 15 (see note 108). 

206 Besides L’Aurora and Germinal, which had begun publishing on October 1, the other paper to which 
Malatesta refers is the Spanish-language El Despertar, which had already been out for some time, but 
whose typographical material had been recently transferred by its editor Pedro Esteve to Paterson 
(see the article “Personal Matter” of December 23, 1899, p. 190), although that newspaper was 
formally based in New York. 


The Anarchists’ Task 


Translated from “Il compito degli anarchici,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 13 (December 2, 1899)207 


What should we do? 

That is the question facing us, as indeed it does all who have ideas to put into effect and 
interests to defend, in every moment of our party life. 

We want to do away with private ownership and authority, which is to say we are out to 
expropriate those who cling to the land and capital, and to overthrow government, and place 
society’s wealth at the disposal of everyone so that everyone may live as he pleases with no 
other restriction than those imposed by natural and social necessity, freely and voluntarily 
recognized and accepted. In short, we are out to implement the anarchist-socialist program. 
And we are convinced (and day to day experience confirms us in this belief) that the 
propertied and governments use physical force to protect their ascendancy, so, in order to 
defeat them, we must of necessity resort to physical force, to violent revolution. 

As a result, we are the foes of all privileged classes and all governments, and inimical to 
all who, albeit with the best of intentions, tend, by their endeavors, to sap the people’s 
revolutionary energy and substitute one government for another. 

But what should we do to ensure that we are up to making our revolution, a revolution 
against all privilege and every authority and that we win? 

The best tactic would be for us to spread our ideas always and everywhere; to use all 
possible means to nurture in proletarians the spirit of combination and resistance and to egg 
them on to ever greater demands; to be unrelenting in our opposition to every bourgeois 
party and every authoritarian party and remain unmoved by their complaints; to organize 
among those who have been won over and are being won over to our ideas and to provide 
ourselves with the material means needed for struggle; and, once we have built up enough 
strength to win, to rise up alone, on our own exclusive behalf, to implement our program in 
its entirety, or, to be more exact, to secure for every single person unrestricted freedom to 
experiment, practice and progressively amend that form of social living that he may feel is 
best. 

But, unfortunately, this tactic cannot always be strictly adhered to and there is no way 
that it can achieve our purpose. The effectiveness of propaganda is, to say the least, limited, 
and when, in any given context, all individuals likely, by virtue of their moral and material 
conditions, to understand and embrace a given set of ideas have been brought on board, 
there is little more to be achieved by means of the spoken and written word until such time 
as an alteration in the context elevates a fresh stratum of the population to a position where 
it can value those ideas. Likewise, the effectiveness of labor organization is limited by the 
very same factors as inhibit the indefinite spread of propaganda; as well as by broad 
economic and moral factors that weaken or entirely neutralize the impact of resistance by 
conscious workers. Our having a strong, vast organization of our own for the purposes of 
propaganda and struggle runs into a thousand hurdles in ourselves, our lack of resources, 
and, above all, government repression. And even if it were possible, over time, to arrive by 
means of propaganda and organization at sufficient strength for us to make the revolution, 
striking out directly in the direction of anarchist socialism, every passing day, well ahead of 
our reaching that point of strength, throws up political situations in which we are obliged to 
take a hand lest we not only lose the benefits to be reaped from them, but indeed lose all 


sway over the people, thwart part of the work done thus far, and render future work the 
more daunting. 

The problem therefore is to come up with some means whereby, insofar as we can, we 
bring about those changes in the social environment that are needed if our propaganda is to 
make headway, and to profit from the conflicts between the various political parties and 
from every opportunity that presents itself, without surrendering any part of our program, 
and doing this in such a way as to render victory easier and more imminent. 

In Italy, for instance, the situation is such that there is the possibility, the probability 
sooner or later of an insurrection against the Monarchy. But it is equally certain that the 
outcome of the next insurrection is not going to be anarchist socialism. 

Should we take part in laying the groundwork for, or in mounting, this insurrection? And 
how? 

There are some comrades who reckon that it is not in our interest to engage with a rising 
that will leave the institution of private property untouched and will simply replace one 
government with another, that is to say, establish a republic, that would be every bit as 
bourgeois and oppressive as the monarchy. They say: let us leave the bourgeois and would-be 
governors to lock horns with one another, while we carry on down our own path, by keeping 
up our anti-property and anti-authoritarian propaganda. 

Now, the upshot of any such abstention on our part would be, first, that in the absence of 
our contribution, the uprising’s chances of success would be lessened and that therefore it 
might be because of us if the monarchy wins—this monarchy that, particularly at the present 
moment, when it is fighting for its survival and rendered fierce by fear, bars the way to 
propaganda and to all progress. What is more, if the rising went ahead without our 
contribution, we would have no influence over subsequent developments, we would not be 
able to extract any advantages from the opportunities that always crop up during the period 
of transition from one regime to the next, we would be discredited as a party of action, and it 
would take us many a long year before we could accomplish anything of note. 

It is not a case of leaving the bourgeois to fight it out among themselves, because in any 
insurrection the source of strength, material strength at any rate, is always the people and if 
we are not in on the rising, sharing in the dangers and successes and striving to turn a 
political upheaval into a social revolution, the people will be merely a tool in the hands of 
ambitious types eager to lord it over them. 

Whereas, by taking part in the insurrection (an insurrection we would never be strong 
enough to mount on our own), and playing as large a part as we can, we would earn the 
sympathy of the risen people and would be in a position to push things as far as possible. 

We know only too well and never weary of saying so and proving it, that republic and 
monarchy are equally bad and that all governments have the same tendency to expand their 
powers and to oppress their subjects more and more. We also know, however, that the 
weaker a government is, the stronger the resistance to it from among the people, and the 
wider the freedom available and the chances of progress are. By making an effective 
contribution to the overthrow of the monarchy, we would be in a position to oppose more or 
less effectively the establishment or consolidation of a republic, we could remain armed and 
refuse to obey the new government, and we would be able, here and there, to carry out 
attempts at expropriation and organization of society along anarchist and communist lines. 
We could prevent the revolution from being halted at step one, and the people’s energies, 
roused by the insurrection, from being lulled back to sleep. All of these things we would not 
be able to do, for obvious reasons of popular psychology, by stepping in afterwards, once the 
insurrection against the monarchy had been mounted and succeeded in our absence. 

On the back of these arguments, other comrades would have us set aside our anarchist 
propaganda for the moment in order to concentrate solely on the fight against the monarchy, 


and then resume our specifically anarchist endeavors once the insurrection has succeeded. It 
does not occur to them that if we were to mingle today with the republicans, we would be 
working for the sake of the coming republic, throw our own ranks into disarray, send the 
minds of our supporters spinning, and when we wanted to would then not be strong enough 
to stop the republic from being established and from embedding itself. 

Between these two opposite errors, the course to be followed seems quite clear to us. 

We must cooperate with the republicans, the democratic socialists, and any other anti- 
monarchy party to bring down the monarchy; but we must do so as anarchists, in the 
interests of anarchy, without disbanding our forces or mixing them in with others’ forces, 
and without making any commitment beyond cooperation on military action. 

Only thus, as we see it, can we, in the coming events, reap all the benefits of an alliance 
with the other anti-monarchy parties without surrendering any part of our own program. 


207 This article was reprinted in L’Iconoclasta (Paris) on December 25, 1924, which had in turn borrowed it 
from Umanita Nova (Brooklyn) no. 3 of November 15, 1924. The reprint makes no mention of the 
original edition and presents the article as contemporary, amending a few references to the monarchy 
by apposite comments about fascist rule. 


“Le Journal du Peuple” 


Translated from “Le journal du peuple,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 
13 (December 2, 1899) 


We are among those who believe that the group of French anarchists, which heads Le Journal 
du Peuple and among whom Sébastien Faure is the most well-known figure, during the recent 
crisis, has drawn too close to the anti-monarchist and anti-clerical bourgeois parties and has, 
out of fear of reaction, become overly forgetful of the war against republican institutions that 
nevertheless serve capitalist interests so well.20s 

Indeed it is not that we believe the greater of lesser measure of freedom that can be 
extracted from the State is unimportant, and that a clerical and monarchist reaction in 
France would not be damaging. 

But we believe that anarchists (who are either proletarians or have embraced the cause of 
the proletariat), even if using where possible the efforts of others in the fight for freedom and 
well-being, must always battle as a distinct party opposed to all authoritarian parties, and as 
a distinct class at war with the bourgeoisie en masse and against any bourgeois fraction. We 
believe that in the middle of all the fortuity of the struggle and while tailoring our methods 
of action to suit the changing circumstances, we must always maintain our program and 
remind ourselves that our purpose, to which every resource must be subjected, is: Total 
freedom for all; all wealth accessible to all. 

And it seems to us that the Journal du Peuple group has not done so, or has not done so 
sufficiently; and this also appears to be the opinion of many French comrades, who have 
voiced their objections publicly. 

Sébastien Faure in turn voices his own objections and defends himself. Below we 
reproduce the most interesting part of his defense—both in respect to objectivity, and 
because it might be true, and we would be very glad, that we were mistaken, having judged 
from facts that may have been incorrectly reported and interviews that may not have been 
authentic. 

In any event here is what Sébastien Faure says in no. 2 (third series) of Le Libertaire, 
which is certainly an eloquent reaffirmation of his long-standing anarchist belief. 


[In the article Faure rejects the charge that Le Journal du Peuple is anti-anarchist. In order to be 
such, he contends, a newspaper would have to champion some sort of government, private 
ownership, religion, or patriotism. Faure argues in detail that Le Journal du Peuple is, by contrast, 
anti-parliamentary, anti-capitalist, anti-religious, and anti-patriotic, and concludes that not only is 
it anarchist, but it is in fact the only daily paper that is such. ] 


208 On the French crisis see also “Dreyfus’s Conviction,” p. 108. 


The “Wicked Laws” in France 


Translated from “Le ‘leggi scellerate’ in Francia,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 13 (December 2, 1899) 


A few years back, in the wake of the fear that Vaillant’s bomb and Caserio’s dagger struck 
into the hearts of the bourgeoisie, the government proposed special laws against anarchists 
that, because of their ferocity, were qualified as the “wicked laws.” 209 

They sought to sentence people to lengthy prison terms or deportation for life for a mere 
thought crime. 

The socialist members of parliament fought fiercely against these laws, but the laws were 
passed; and several dozen anarchists, and alleged anarchists, were convicted, some for 
having posted a bill, some for words uttered in a café, some for no reason, simply because a 
policeman had made a report against them.z10 

Later, a radical prime minister by the name of Bourgeois came to power, he needed the 
support of the socialists, and he obtained it. It was a good opportunity for the socialist 
members of parliament to force the repeal of the “wicked laws,” and there were plenty who 
tried to persuade them to perform what seemed to all men of good faith to be an elementary 
duty of justice and reason. 

But by then the socialists in parliament were no longer an opposition group with no 
connections to the men in power: they were already officially recognized, interacted as 
equals with ministers, and were already thinking about the chances of securing a few 
portfolios. And so, they forgot about the splendid campaign they had supported a short time 
before, they refused to propose that the anti-anarchist laws be repealed lest it cause 
embarrassment to the cabinet, as they cynically admitted. 

Recently, at the time of the turmoil over Dreyfus, the socialists, radicals, and liberals, in 
order to win the support of the anarchists and popular components in the struggle on behalf 
of an unjustly convicted bourgeois, promised that, once Dreyfus was set free, they would 
contribute to the agitation for the release of the anarchists and repeal of the wicked laws. 

But Dreyfus has already been set free; and, with very few exceptions, those who, among 
the bourgeoisie, were so enthusiastic about justice when the cause was that of a bourgeois, 
have completely forgotten the anarchists innocently suffering in the prisons of Guiana and 
New Caledonia. 

And the socialists, now that they have two of their own in power, will want less than ever 
to create embarrassment for the cabinet! 

Of the anarchists convicted during the reactionary period when these special laws were 
created, some died massacred during a rebellion, others died because of the climate and 
despair; and the survivors are all reduced to a bad state. 211 

In an eloquent appeal, the lawyer Leyret states that unless we hurry up to free them, there 
will soon be no one left to free. 

But the President of the Republic and his ministers, socialists included, are in no hurry. 

In recent days Loubet has pardoned Monod, one of the anarchists whose conviction 
seemed most outrageous: he pardoned him three months after Monod’s little daughter, 
weeping, managed to make him promise to do so.212 

But, what of the others? Will the pardon for Monod, who is one of the more well-known 
ones, be only an attempt to prevent the agitation from growing? 

And even if they are all released, the laws will remain in place, ready to be used the next 


time that the government, meaning whoever happens to control the government of France, 
becomes frightened. 213 

The socialist ministers, who are not loath to stand alongside Galliffet, also are not loath to 
participate in a government that has the power to send innocents and thought criminals off 
to prison. 

Indeed, since they are in power, it is in their interest for that power to be as well-armed 
as possible. 

And so, as the incomparable De Felice would say, on towards the social republic! 214 


209 See note 87. 

210 One of the consequences of these laws was the so-called “trial of the thirty” in August 1894, in which 
anarchist exponents and intellectuals such as Jean Grave, Sébastien Faure, Paul Reclus, and Emile 
Pouget were brought before a court along with a number of illegalist anarchists. 

211 At that time a pamphlet had recently been published against the wicked laws, consisting of three 
articles, in the last of which anarchist Emile Pouget reviewed the history of persecuted anarchists 
(Francis de Pressensé, Un Juriste [Léon Blum] and Emile Pouget, Les Lois Scélérates de 1893-1894, 
Paris, Editions de la Revue Blanche, 1899). 

212 Gabriel Monod had been arrested at the time of the killing of President Carnot, for apologia of the crime 
during a conversation in a café. 

213 In fact, the anti-anarchist law of July 28, 1894 was to be repealed only in December 1992. 

214 Giuseppe De Felice Giuffrida, a socialist deputy, had been one of the mobilizers of the Fasci Siciliani in 
the years 1891-93. His article “Verso la repubblica sociale” (Towards the social republic), in Avanti! 
of August 29, 1899, argued that the Dreyfus Affair had steered France in that direction. 


Socialism and Provincialism 


Translated from “Socialismo e campanilismo,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 13 (December 2, 1899) 


There are people in whom socialist ideas (it is true that this concerns a very watered-down 
socialism) are not enough to destroy provincial feelings, and I am sorry that among them I 
must include the democratic socialist Barricello Sabino who, judging by what he writes in II 
Proletario, feels his boiling Southern spirits bubble over because I, during my Orange Valley 
lecture, spoke harshly about Neapolitans who, more than any other Italians, make themselves 
hated and scorned by Americans because of their lack of labor solidarity, working at lower 
prices and acting humble towards masters, and who precisely in Orange Valley have taken 
over the jobs of the striking hatmakers from the Berg & Co. factory.21s 

A socialist should know that the only way of correcting the people’s mistakes is to always 
say what one believes to be the truth, and that regional and national prejudices and hatreds 
are not destroyed by hiding the shortcomings and mistakes of one’s fellow countrymen, but 
by bravely exposing them without reticence. 

Don’t the socialists say every day, and rightly so, that the Italians are the Chinese of 
Europe? Why should I not say that we, southerners, are all too often the Chinese of Italy? 

In any case, even had I been wrong in stating this inferiority of my fellow citizens, it is 
certain that socialists, who are necessarily internationalists, should discuss the matter 
objectively, without invoking regionalist pride that is unworthy of someone who boasts of 
fighting for the moral and material redemption of the entire human race. 

Certainly, if the vast majority of southerners find themselves in a position of moral 
inferiority compared to other Italians, it is not without sufficient reasons; and I sought to 
explain those reasons, although Sabino did not pay any attention. Among the other reasons I 
only forgot to mention the fact that some of the more evolved and more aware southerners, 
who should have the duty to try to awaken within the brutalized masses a sense of human 
dignity, a spirit of rebellion against the shameful state of affairs in which they find 
themselves, and the willingness to rise up, exposing all the plagues that afflict them, amuse 
themselves instead by singing more or less sincere tributes to ancestral glory and indulging in 
antiquated rhetoric about the Sicilian Vespers! 216 


ERRICO MALATESTA. 


215 Barricello Sabino, “Corrispondenze. Orange Valley,” Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 32 (November 25, 
1899). The correspondence reads thus: “More than anything else what posed a serious threat to 
Malatesta’s seriousness and reasoning, was an odd and rash comparison drawn between the 
Piedmontese and the Neapolitans, to the total detriment of the latter, without exploring and 
evaluating causes and circumstances; allowing any malicious person present to suppose that 


Malatesta felt the influence of the surroundings amid which he has been living for a few months in 
America.” The reference is to the fact that among the Italian workers in Paterson there were many 
weavers from the Biella area, in Piedmont. The lecture, on “The anarchists and what they want,” had 
taken place on November 18. La Questione Sociale had provided a brief report in its November 25 
issue. 

216 Sicilian Vespers is the name given to the massacre of the French with which the Sicilians began their 
revolt against Charles I, king of Naples and Sicily, in 1282. The rising broke out on 30 March, when 
some insulting French soldiers were killed at Vespers in a church. 


Towards Anarchy 


Man! (San Francisco) 1, no. 1 (April 1933)217 
Translated from “Verso l’anarchia,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 14 
(December 9, 1899) 


It is a general opinion that we, because we call ourselves revolutionists, expect Anarchy to 
come with one stroke—as the immediate result of an insurrection that violently attacks all 
that which exists and which replaces it with institutions that are really new. And to say the 
truth this idea is not lacking among some comrades who also conceive the revolution in such 
a manner. 

This prejudice explains why so many honest opponents believe Anarchy a thing 
impossible; and it also explains why some comrades, disgusted with the present moral 
condition of the people and seeing that Anarchy cannot come about soon, waver between an 
extreme dogmatism which blinds them to the realities of life and an opportunism which 
practically makes them forget that they are Anarchists and that for Anarchy they should 
struggle. 

Of course the triumph of Anarchy cannot be the consequence of a miracle; it cannot come 
about in contradiction to the laws of development (an axiom of evolution that nothing occurs 
without sufficient cause), and nothing can be accomplished without the adequate means. 

If we should want to substitute one government for another, that is impose our desires 
upon others, it would only be necessary to combine the material forces needed to resist the 
actual oppressors and put ourselves in their place. 

But we do not want this; we want Anarchy which is a society based on free and voluntary 
accord—a society in which no one can force his wishes on another and in which everyone 
can do as he pleases and together all will voluntarily contribute to the well-being of the 
community. But because of this Anarchy will not have definitively and universally triumphed 
until all men will not only not want to be commanded but will not want to command; nor 
will Anarchy have succeeded unless they will have understood the advantages of solidarity 
and know how to organize a plan of social life wherein there will no longer be traces of 
violence and imposition. 

And as the conscience, determination, and capacity of men continuously develop and find 
means of expression in the gradual modification of the new environment and in the 
realization of the desires in proportion to their being formed and becoming imperious, so it is 
with Anarchy; Anarchy cannot come but little by little—slowly, but surely, growing in 
intensity and extension. 

Therefore, the subject is not whether we accomplish Anarchy today, tomorrow, or within 
ten centuries, but that we walk toward Anarchy today, tomorrow, and always. 

Anarchy is the abolition of exploitation and oppression of man by man, that is the 
abolition of private property and government; Anarchy is the destruction of misery, of 
superstitions, of hatred. Therefore, every blow given to the institutions of private property 
and to the government, every exaltation of the conscience of man, every disruption of the 
present conditions, every lie unmasked, every part of human activity taken away from the 
control of the authority, every augmentation of the spirit of solidarity and initiative, is a step 
towards Anarchy. 

The problem lies in knowing how to choose the road that really approaches the 
realization of the ideal and in not confusing the real progress with hypocritical reforms. For 
with the pretext of obtaining immediate ameliorations these false reforms tend to distract the 


masses from the struggle against authority and capitalism; they serve to paralyze their 

actions and make them hope that something can be attained through the kindness of the 
exploiters and governments. The problem lies in knowing how to use the little power we 
have—that we go on achieving, in the most economical way, more prestige for our goal. 

There is in every country a government which, with brutal force, imposes its laws on all; 
it compels all to be subjected to exploitation and to maintain, whether they like it or not, the 
existing institutions. It forbids the minority groups to actuate their ideas, and prevents the 
social organizations in general from modifying themselves according to, and with, the 
modifications of public opinion. The normal peaceful course of evolution is arrested by 
violence, and thus with violence it is necessary to reopen that course. It is for this reason that 
we want a violent revolution today; and we shall want it always—so long as man is subject 
to the imposition of things contrary to his natural desires. Take away the governmental 
violence, ours would have no reason to exist. 

We cannot as yet overthrow the prevailing government; perhaps tomorrow from the ruins 
of the present government we cannot prevent the arising of another similar one. But this 
does not hinder us, nor will it tomorrow, from resisting whatever form of authority—refusing 
always to submit to its laws whenever possible, and constantly using force to oppose force. 

Every weakening of whatever kind of authority, each accession of liberty will be a 
progress toward Anarchy; always it should be conquered—never asked for; always it should 
serve to give us greater strength in the struggle; always it should make us consider the state 
as an enemy with whom we should never make peace; always it should make us remember 
well that the decrease of the ills produced by the government consists in the decrease of its 
attributions and powers, not in increasing the number of rulers or in having them chosen by 
the ruled. By government we mean any person or group of persons in the state, country, 
community, or association who has the right to make laws and inflict them upon those who 
do not want them. 

We cannot as yet abolish private property; we cannot regulate the means of production 
that is necessary to work freely; perhaps we shall not be able to do so in the next 
insurrectional movement. But this does not prevent us now, or will it in the future, from 
continually opposing capitalism. And each victory, however small, gained by the workers 
against their exploiters, each decrease of profit, every bit of wealth taken from the individual 
owners and put to the disposal of all, shall be a progress—a forward step toward Anarchy. 
Always it should serve to enlarge the claims of the workers and to intensify the struggle; 
always it should be accepted as a victory over an enemy and not as a concession for which 
we should be thankful; always we should remain firm in our resolution to take with force, as 
soon as it will be possible, those means which the private owners, protected by the 
government, have stolen from the workers. 

The right of force having disappeared, the means of production being placed under the 
management of whomever wants to produce, the rest must be the fruit of a peaceful 
evolution. 

It would not be Anarchy, yet, or it would be only for those few who want it, and only in 
those things they can accomplish without the cooperation of the non-anarchists. This does 
not necessarily mean that the ideal of Anarchy will make little or no progress, for little by 
little its ideas will extend to more men and more things until it will have embraced all 
mankind and all life’s manifestations. 

Having overthrown the government and all the existing dangerous institutions which with 
force it defends, having conquered complete freedom for all and with it the right to the 
means of production, without which liberty would be a lie, and while we are struggling to 
arrive to this point, we do not intend to destroy those things which we little by little will 
reconstruct. 


For example, there functions in the present society the service of supplying food. This is 
being done badly, chaotically, with great waste of energy and material and in view of 
capitalist interests; but after all, one way or another we must eat. It would be absurd to want 
to disorganize the system of producing and distributing food unless we could substitute it 
with something better and more just. 

There exists a postal service. We have thousands of criticisms to make, but in the 
meantime we use it to send our letters, and shall continue to use it, suffering all its faults, 
until we shall be able to correct or replace it. 

There are schools, but how badly they function. But because of this we do not allow our 
children to remain in ignorance—refusing their learning to read and write. Meanwhile we 
wait and struggle for a time when we shall be able to organize a system of model schools to 
accommodate all. 

From this we can see that, to arrive at Anarchy, material force is not the only thing to 
make a revolution; it is essential that the workers, grouped according to the various branches 
of production, place themselves in a position that will insure the proper functioning of their 
social life—without the aid or need of capitalists or governments. 

And we see also that the Anarchist ideals are far from being in contradiction, as the 
“scientific socialists” claim, to the laws of evolution as proved by science; they are a 
conception which fits these laws perfectly; they are the experimental system brought from 
the field of research to that of social realization. 


217 The actual title of Man!’s edition and all successive reprints is “Toward anarchism.” We have replaced 
“anarchism” with “anarchy” in the title and throughout the text to rectify a gross mistranslation. The 
whole article is based on the distinction between “anarchy,” the ultimate ideal, and the incessant 
effort to approach that ideal, which is what “anarchism” is about. Thus translating “anarchia” as 
“anarchism” completely obfuscates the article’s main thrust. We have also made changes in a few 
places where the translation was unclear or incorrect. 


The Milan Elections. The Anarchists’ Conduct 


Translated from “Le elezioni a Milano. La condotta degli anarchici,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, 
New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 14 (December 9, 1899) 


On December 10 the general local elections will take place in Milan. 

After the massacres in May, the state of siege, the Turati election, etc., we can understand 
the government’s great interest in convincing everyone that the people of Milan support the 
reaction.218 

And its activity is proportionate to its interest. 

By means of certain allegedly independent socialists, who are actually policemen who 
publish a self-proclaimed socialist newspaper in Rome, La Riscossa, the government tried to 
use the abstentionist propaganda of anarchist socialists for its own purposes. And somebody 
from La Riscossa turned up in Milan, got in touch with our comrades, and offered them 
money to rent space, publish manifestos, etc. 

But the comrades immediately realized who they were dealing with, and thus 
ignominiously shooed away this shady middleman, and through comrade Pandiani Sisinio 
communicated the affair to the public, writing a letter to Avanti! in which, stating the facts, 
they concluded “that anarchist socialists neither have nor want to have anything in common 
with the independent socialists of La Riscossa, that they remain steadfast in fighting for their 
ideal, but do not want to play into anyone’s hands and much less damage the reputation or 
slander the intentions of the democratic socialists.” 

Can you imagine anything more natural, more consistent with the conduct that anarchist 
socialists have always advocated? 

Yet this overjoyed those fine minds at Il Proletario, who believe they can pit against us, 
who criticize the program and tactics of democratic socialists, the conduct of our comrades 
in Milan... who do just as much.219 

So, gentlemen from Il Proletario, do you believe that faced with a choice between 
democratic socialists and the government, we would choose the government? We would get 
angry and treat you harshly, were it not clear that this is nonsense said with no bad 
intentions, only because of the embarrassment in which Il Proletario finds itself at having to 
debate us yet having no good argument to use against us. 

According to Il Proletario we would say that all the evil of the reaction is the work of the 
socialists and their deputies!!! 

But that is sick of them! What we are saying is that the socialists will make the reaction, 
they will be condemned to do it, the day they become the government, due to the necessity 
that, as we see it, requires any government to do harm, even if it is made up of honest and 
well-intentioned people. Today certainly the democratic socialists fight against the 
government and for the good of the people with complete sincerity, and utter devotion. Only, 
in our opinion, they are going the wrong way, and that is why we seek to propagate a 
different tactic. That is all. 

But those at Il Proletario struggle to understand how one can angrily refuse any contact 
with those who preach abstention on the government’s behalf, and then turn around and 
preach abstention anyway! 

Let them listen to us and try to understand. 

Preaching abstention alongside the reactionaries, funded by reactionaries and therefore, 
like it or not, with reactionary attitudes, would mean playing into the reaction’s hands, and 


naturally we do not want to smell of it, even setting aside our repugnance at dealing with 
police reptiles and the danger of appearing to be sellouts. 

On the other hand, preaching abstention with our criteria, in opposition to the 
government and all bourgeois and authoritarian parties, is doing the work of educating the 
people, work of revolutionary preparation. 

Should the socialist-republican-radical coalition be beaten in Milan by the strength of the 
moderates and clericalists, or by the people’s indifference, that would certainly be a triumph 
for the government, which we would be the first to regret. 

But if this coalition were to be beaten thanks to the efforts of anarchists, which is to say, 
due to aware, active, militant abstention by those who want more forceful methods than 
elections, then, no matter who wins the election, the government and the bourgeoisie would 
be mortally wounded worse than by a thousand electoral defeats. And the government knows 
this: the proof is the viciousness with which the police have always ripped up our 
abstentionist flyers during election times, and the months and years of imprisonment that so 
many of our comrades have suffered due to those flyers. 

Do the gentlemen at Il Proletario understand now? 


218 The parliamentary mandate of the foremost socialist Filippo Turati had been declared lost due to his 
conviction for the events of May 1898. However he had been reelected in the Milan by-elections of 
March 1899. 

219 “Le elezioni a Milano,” Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 33 (December 2, 1899). The article verbatim 
reprints Pandiani’s letter from Avanti! of November 6. 


Falsification 


Translated from “Falsificazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 14 
(December 9, 1899) 


In no. 80 of Buenos Aires’s L’Avvenire we find an article by G. Ciancabilla dated Paterson, 
August ’99, in which there are such... things, that, despite our desire to avoid certain 
arguments, we cannot help but bring to the attention of our comrades. 220 

According to Ciancabilla, we, the advocates of organization, tend to “exclusively organize 
the masses in the struggle against capital, showing them that their only path to salvation lies 
in economic emancipation, in the abolition of private property, from which everything else will 
follow.” Whereas according to him (as if we did not say the same thing) “it is necessary that 
the people understand that anarchy, besides meaning their economic emancipation, must be 
for us also freedom, which is to say, aware and permanent rebellion against every kind of 
authority, until there is not a trace left, no matter how faint.” 

The comrades, organizationists or not, will wonder where Ciancabilla ever met these 
strange anarchists who wage war solely against capital and not also against authority? And if 
any existed, would Ciancabilla recognize them as anarchists? We certainly would not. 

Ciancabilla knows us, reads us, attends our lectures... how are we to explain him 
attributing to us ideas that are the opposite of what we profess? 

We are continually debating with the democratic socialists, precisely because we hold 
that individual ownership and government are two manifestations of the same fundamental 
fact: the dominion of man over man; that, if private property was abolished without 
abolishing the government (supposing it were possible), the government then, unable to 
survive without the support of a privileged class, would recreate it again, just as, on the 
other hand, if government was abolished without abolishing private property, the property- 
owners would immediately recreate it to defend their privileges: and, as a result, we hold 
that we need to combat property and authority simultaneously. And Ciancabilla knows this, 
since he says he agrees with us on the points where we disagree with the democratic 
socialists. 

Why does he try to make out that we are so different from what we are? 

Falsehoods are not a good way “to create conscious minds”; but they are great for 
obfuscating them. 

Aside from the foregoing, the article contains abstruse comments that seem designed to 
complicate the simplest things, and to confuse the ideas to anyone who lacks the time and 
practice to see through sentences that appear to say a lot but really say nothing. 

For instance, what does it mean “that economic emancipation is the indispensable means 
of obtaining anarchy, and political freedom is the goal”? 

The goal is life, happiness. And living a happy life means abundantly satisfying all one’s 
material, moral, and intellectual needs: it means having bread, freedom, love, knowledge. 

Therefore, economic well-being, freedom, moral, and intellectual development do not 
stand in a means-—ends relation, but are integral parts of the goal for which we struggle. 


220 “Due tendenze in lotta” (Two contending tendencies), October 7, 1899. This was the follow-up to an 
article that had appeared in issue no. 74 of July 16, 1899, dated Paterson, June 1899. 


Anarchists in the Labor Unions 


Translated from “Gli anarchici nelle Unioni operaje,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5 
new series, no. 14 (December 9, 1899) 


In Havana, Cuba, the labor Unions have celebrated the anniversary of the Chicago 
martyrdom.221 

This fact, which is an eloquent indication of the anarchist leanings of those workers, was 
made possible because Spanish and Cuban anarchists have always been active and 
enthusiastic unionists, and all of the anarchist newspapers that have been and are being 
published in Cuba have always been and are champions of the labor movement. 

Had the anarchists instead opposed or scorned the organization of worker resistance 
because it was insufficient, and had they limited themselves to theoretically preaching 
anarchist ideas, would the Cuban workers be more advanced, and would they have done 
anything more practically revolutionary than celebrating November 11? 

We greatly doubt it: indeed we are afraid that they would have looked upon anarchists as 
damaging to the workers’ cause, and would have made McKinley an honorary member of one 
of their unions... to the great delight of the republican socialists at Il Proletario.222 


221 On the events in Chicago see “Martyrdom in Chicago. November 11, 1887,” p. 127. 
222 See “Buffoonery,” p. 92. 


Provoked 


Translated from “Provocati,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 14 
(December 9, 1899) 


L’Aurora has grown tired of explaining its ideas and letting us explain ours, leaving it to the 
readers to judge and make their choice. Now it feels the need to indulge in gossip. 
In fact in its latest issue it publishes the following: 223 


UNIONISM AND SPECULATION 
We receive and publish here in its entirety, correcting only spelling: 
Paterson, November 26, 1899. 
Dear AURORA, 


I seek your hospitality for the publication of this text of mine, having every reason to doubt 
that it would be well-received in the columns of La Questione Sociale. 

The latter, in its last issue, attacked New York’s Il Proletario for ripping off its typesetter, 
paying him below the going rate; and it was right to do so because whoever preaches union 
resistance to the workers should start by setting a good example. 224 

The Q. S. boasts of paying its workers the going rate. That too is true, and indeed the 
rate is unduly high; but what the Q. S. has the fault to hold back, in my opinion, is that its 
typesetter, paid at the Union rate, is not however a member of the Union; so that he enjoys 
all the benefits of the Union without bearing any burden, such as dues, strike donations, etc. 

This seems to me therefore to be acting a bit like Father Zappata: not practicing what 
you preach.225 In my opinion, I think that when one is working for propaganda among 
comrades, there should be no speculation, and no question of the rate, but one should only 
take what is strictly necessary for the needs of life. 

Or, even if one wanted to keep up the appearances of the rate, anyone calling himself a 
comrade should hand over a certain amount for propaganda, especially when propaganda is 
in the state of deficit in which the Q. S. currently is. 

Otherwise it could be very well presumed that the fanatical unionism of certain 
anarchists is simply a speculative unionism. 

That’s all. 226 

Yours and for the cause 


A PATERSON ANARCHIST. 


The letter is anonymous, or was published anonymously, and so we must believe that 
L’Aurora assumes responsibility for it. So much the worse for them. 

Let us analyze at this document from an “anarchist” who makes personal attacks without 
giving his name: let us analyze it not for benefit of the writer, since it is not our habit to heed 
anonymous insults and accusations, but for the benefit of the comrades, so they can see to 


what base and petty ground a disagreement is brought, which should only be founded on 
differences of ideas honestly professed by both sides. 

“We pay our typesetters the going rate.” Could we decently do otherwise? If we did not 
have printing material and were forced to have our printing done at a capitalist print shop, 
we certainly would not go to a scab print shop under Union boycott; we would go to a print 
shop where the workers are paid the going rate. Possessing the material and paying the 
workers directly, we cannot treat them worse than would the capitalist we would otherwise 
use. 

“The rate is too high.” Why? are we now supposed to believe that workers have set their 
sights too high and fight to reduce the rate? 

“Our typesetter is not a Union member.” It would be more accurate to say our typesetters, 
since it is true that we have directly employed just one typesetter, but it is known that, being 
him unable to handle the work on his own, he employed additional people, whom he pays 
himself at the going rate, making absolutely no profit. If they were not Union members, they 
would be at fault, when there were no material obstacles preventing them from joining; but 
that does not concern the newspaper. In any case let us point out that not being able to join 
the Union, for whatever reason, is no justification for acting like a scab and helping lower 
wages. 

“When one is working for propaganda among comrades one should only take what is 
strictly necessary for the needs of life.” Let’s see. Our typesetters work at composing just like 
the aforementioned “anarchist” works at some other trade, and they are paid for their work 
just like he is paid for his. If they did not work for LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE they would work 
in a different print shop and earn the same pay. Why, being comrades, should they be 
obliged to donate to propaganda anything beyond “what is strictly necessary for the needs of 
life,” when there is no such obligation for other comrades? And then what exactly is strictly 
necessary? We are sure that, even paid the going rate, our typesetters, like all workers, go 
without much of what would be strictly necessary to live as men. To be sure, if our 
typesetters would and could give up all their pay to be used for propaganda and also adda 
certain amount from their pockets, we would admire their devotion; but this holds for them 
as it holds for any other anarchist, and one cannot ask them for a sacrifice that is not asked 
of others and he does not do himself. 

“If our typesetters do not donate a certain amount towards propaganda, it would mean 
that their unionism is speculative.” What does this language mean? The worker trying to 
keep up working wages for himself and for others is therefore a speculator? Maybe so; but 
then we are all speculators, because we are anarchists to win freedom and well-being for 
ourselves as well as others. We are not accustomed to moral blackmail: anyone who can 
contribute to cover the deficit and ensure that the paper flourishes is doing good work, 
others no more and no less than the comrades working in our printing house. 

Let us leave it there: let the comrades judge. 


The typesetters have passed us the following letter that they addressed to L’Aurora: 


[There follows a letter of protest signed by Pedro Esteve, A. Guabello, and B. Mazzotta, dated 
“Paterson, N.J., December 1899,” in which the allegations are described as “unjustified” and it is 
requested that L’Aurora publish the letter itself. ] 


223 The issue of L’Aurora is that of December 2. 
224 “It’s a Shame!” p. 153. 


225 The reference is to the Tuscan proverbial phrase “acting like Father Zappata, who did not practice what 
he preached.” 
226 In English in the source text. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 14 (December 9, 1899) 


SOMEBODY from “II Proletario,” the one we described as dishonest or foolish, because, in his 
attack against “Il Progresso”—mistaken, by the way—he insinuated that we might have 
something in common with Sir Barsotti’s paper, replies that the columnists for that paper 
have often described themselves as “forward-looking and libertarian.” 227 Meaning that since 
the writers for “Il Rospo Volante” and “La Riscossa” in Rome declared themselves socialists, 
there would be grounds, without being dishonest, to insinuate that the writers of “Il 
Proletario” could be mixed up with them.22s 

But this would be nothing: it still has some semblance of an argument. 

The thing is that SOMEBODY, perhaps realizing the weakness of his excuse, resorted 
immediately to telling lies—for example that we described ourselves as forward-looking, 
individualist, amorphous, and switch names with “every moon phase”—and nonsense about 
the universal “bang” and humanity’s redemption on the strength of one word:—all to make 
people laugh. 

So why argue with him further? 

He is making an insinuation, malicious or stupid, the choice is his; and when called upon 
to justify it, he starts telling jokes, and performing somersaults and smirks like a clown that 
tripped. 

Let him play the clown if he pleases. 


227 “What We Have to Say to ‘Il Proletario,’” p. 152; Somebody, “Sotto le forche caudine” (Running the 
gauntlet), Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 33 (December 2, 1899). 

228 Regarding La Riscossa see the article “The Milan Elections. The Anarchists’ Conduct,” p. 170. The 
newspaper was started after its predecessor II Rospo Volante was shut down. 


Electoral Struggle and Direct Struggle 


Translated from “Lotta elettorale e lotta diretta,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 15 (December 16, 1899) 


The fundamental reason for which we refuse to delegate to others or, given the case, accept 
legislative roles ourselves, and for which we preach abstention from voting in political and 
local elections, is the fact that we do not acknowledge that anybody has the right to make 
laws, and we want the agreement required for the smooth functioning of society to derive, 
not from the imposition of the few over the many and not even the many over the few, but 
from the free consent of all those concerned. Consequently, we consider any methods that 
lead the people to believe that progress consists in a change of governing individuals, and 
revolution in a change of government form, to be dangerous, and directly counter to our 
purposes. 

But this reason, of course, only holds true for anarchists. 

Others, those who believe in the right of majorities and in the parliamentary system, are 
right to want people to get used to abandoning their interests to the luck of the ballot box. 
Besides, the bulk of the dissatisfied public has no interest in matters of principle, they do not 
think about distant consequences and side-effects, and look only at the direct practical 
results. 

By electing good deputies and good council members one can obtain a reduction in taxes, 
an increase in freedom, laws favoring the workers, etc.—say those who are interested only in 
immediate improvements. 

Through elections one might perhaps transform society gradually and peacefully, or, if 
that cannot be done due to the government’s contrary violence, one can, at any rate, draw 
closer and facilitate socialism’s triumph, using these elections to make propaganda and 
agitation, conquering those freedoms that are the necessary tools for educating the people 
and getting them used to participating in public life, and preparing our people to exercise 
public office—say the democratic socialists, who aspire to “conquer public powers,” which is 
to say to enter government. 

And here and there, when the reaction is most pressing, some anarchists, who want to act 
and don’t know where to find the means of doing so, or who are weary of the struggle and 
looking for an honorable way to withdraw, come out to say: “There is no need to be 
exclusivist, we need to know how to adapt to circumstances. So, in times when persecution 
denies us the possibility of any sort of activity, it is good to vote—not so much to send 
anyone to the legislature, but as a way of protesting, on behalf of the convicted and 
persecuted, to find an opportunity to make propaganda, to let it be known that we are alive 
and assert ourselves as a party.” 

And so from an issue of principle, which it fundamentally is, the issue of elections is 
presented as a mere tactical issue. 

Well then, let us leave principles aside, let us for a moment disregard the final goal we 
pursue and consider the issue as a purely tactical one, in view of the improvements that can 
be immediately obtained, and the gains propaganda can make. 

We maintain that electoral tactics are an obstacle to potential improvements, and 
damaging to propaganda and agitation. 

In assessing the results of their method, the electionists make two mistakes which are at 
the root of persistent illusions. First, they mistake effect for cause, and attribute to the 


effectiveness of the electoral struggle and the parliamentary system what little good (oh, how 
little it is!) at rare times (oh, how rarely!) is done by elected bodies, while this is really the 
effect of popular pressure, to which the rulers concede what little they think is necessary to 
calm the people, anesthetize their energy and prevent them from demanding more. Second, 
they compare what is done in the electoral struggle with what would happen if nothing were 
done; while instead they should compare the results obtained from the fight at the ballot box 
against those obtained when other methods are followed, and with what might be achieved if 
all effort used to send representatives to power, from whom they expect reforms or proposed 
reforms, were employed in the fight to directly achieve what is desired. 

The whole of history, the whole of contemporary experience is a confutation of these 
errors; and if they have taken root in the consciousness of so many men of good will it is 
because they suit the intellectual laziness of the public, which loves to stop at the first 
appearance of things, and because the desire for honors and power has induced so many 
socialists, even though they fight sincerely for the good of all, to more or less unwittingly 
misrepresent the facts and misdirect the minds of their friends and followers. 

Abstract reasoning alone would be enough to prove our argument. 

The government—this much is obvious—only possesses whatever power it draws from the 
people. If the mass of the people is unaware, passive, submissive, the government will 
absolutely do as it pleases in its own interest and in that of the ruling class, and will use the 
people themselves, transformed into soldiers, to keep the recalcitrant down. If the masses 
start making demands and showing a willingness to assert themselves, then the government, 
if it is clever and has foresight, will yield bit by bit to avoid the worst; and if it is stupidly 
stubborn, or if the demands are such as to make the matter a life-or-death issue for the 
government and for the class upon which it relies, it will resist until it has been overthrown 
by revolution. In any event, it may well be able to exploit the strength of the community for 
the benefit of one class, but it cannot do a thing for the people that the people do not do for 
themselves. 

The illusion that the government does good for the people is perhaps a little less stupid 
but nevertheless akin to the illusion of the worker who, receiving from his employer a small 
part of what he has himself produced, thinks that the employer is putting food on his table. 

The fact that the government in question is a representative one does not affect our 
argument. Even supposing (and we have often shown this to be false) that it genuinely does 
represent the “will of the people,” in order to make any reform whatsoever, this would need 
to exist and be strong enough to overcome any resistance. So, why wait for the deputies to 
ensure that this will triumphs, through a thousand legal impediments and thousands of 
delaying formalities? Why do not people implement that will directly, by simply doing what 
they want and are strong enough to do? 

Now, let us remember a few facts. 

It is a proven and generally accepted truth, even by the most parliamentary of socialists, 
that parliaments are actually nothing more than registry offices; that when it comes to social 
reforms, all they do is legalize what has become or is becoming enshrined in custom. If they 
want to do something else, their resolutions remain unenforced, because they have no 
strength. 

There is much talk about labor protection laws. Yet everybody knows that these laws 
usually pass only when the people force them, which is to say when there is no need for 
them. And if a few times they have passed before the workers were strong enough to demand 
them, it was merely to silence the opposition, divert public attention away from the political 
mess behind the scenes, and make them think that the government looks out for the people’s 
interests: and rest assured that they are then left unenforced. As evidence the Italian law on 
child labor.229 In England itself, where labor protection laws were extracted from the 


bourgeoisie by force, often extremely violent, of organized workers, they are not really 
enforced other than for those trades that stand ever-ready to fight to defend themselves. 

And what of freedom? 

Which freedom has not been forcefully extracted? Which freedom has survived if the 
people were not ready to rush to arms to defend it? 

The whole history of the parliamentary age (not to mention more ancient times) is an 
alternation of progress and reaction: whenever the people have risen up or threatened to rise 
up, when they have agitated vigorously and directly, progress has been made; when they 
have placed their trust in the work of elected leaders they have more or less slowly lost what 
they had achieved. 

What reform, what act of justice has really been achieved through parliamentary action? 

In France there has been a republic with universal suffrage for nearly thirty years. But 
when justice was sought for Dreyfus, when they sought to defend themselves against the 
menace of clericalism, they were forced to resort to direct popular action. Parliament was, 
and would still be, on the side of the general staff and the clericalists. 

Let us look at what is happening in Barcelona. The issue involves the bourgeoisie, but the 
method can still be used by the workers. The businessmen and industrialists find that the tax 
burden is too heavy. Instead of thinking to appoint members of parliament, who would then 
not have been able to do anything because they would have been a tiny minority in the 
Cortes, they simply refused to pay. The government threatened the debtors with seizure, but 
they persisted with their refusal to pay; and seizing the things of so many people became 
impossible. The government proclaimed a state of siege, said that refusal to pay taxes 
constituted rebellion, and put a few people in prison. The taxpayers held firm, the prisoners 
received the population’s applause; and the government had to stop the arrests and seek 
another gimmick. It tried closing a few shops, but all the stores immediately closed in 
protest; and the government was more embarrassed than ever. How will this end? Probably 
with a compromise, because neither the government nor the bourgeoisie are interested in 
pushing matters too far: but it is clear they will achieve more with this resistance than they 
would have with a hundred years of elections. 230 

To be sure, until the revolution has swept aside all the current authoritarian organization, 
there are lots of things that cannot be done without passing through the government’s 
mechanisms. In order to abolish a liberticidal law, until it can be abolished by force, we must 
look to parliament. To feed poor children in the schools, until wealth can be taken into 
common ownership, we must rely upon the municipality that has or can find the resources. 
But parliaments and municipal councils will pass measures favoring the people only when 
the people force them to do so; they will abolish harmful laws and regulations only when the 
people refuse to obey them. And it is not a good war tactic to send our friends into their 
ranks, as they will serve as shields from attacks. 

If those socialists who were elected as deputies had instead remained among the people, 
to preach direct popular action, their action would have been more effective, even on 
parliament itself, without the party having to suffer parliamentarianism’s corrupting 
influence. The part they now play in parliament, would have been performed by radicals, 
and there would not have been any need for them to transform into radicals and republicans. 

But what if the reaction does not allow us to agitate through means other than elections! 
—they say. 

Oh how did they manage when there was no right to vote? How did they manage to win 
that right? And what would they do if the government were to take it away? 

The truth is that the illusion of doing something by electoral means and of doing it 
without danger and with little effort, prevents us from finding the right methods to resist the 
reaction. 


Let this be considered by those anarchists—fortunately very few in number—who are 
inclined to go out and vote... because “there is nothing better to do.” 


229 The law on child labor, which set the minimum working age at nine years old, was approved in 
February 1886. Remarking upon an incident that had occurred in Turin, La Stampa of September 26, 
1899 observed: “That law does indeed exist: but, it seems, it is not always enforced.” And Avanti! of 
September 29, in the article “Contro la legge: Il lavoro delle donne e dei fanciulli” (Against the law: 
Female and child labor), stressed: “This is a law that, though it has been around for many years, can 
be regarded as stillborn; since it was never or hardly ever enforced, as can be deduced from the 
official statistics.” 

230 On the events in Barcelona, see “The Taxpayers’ Strike in Spain,” p. 155. 


Unjustified Criticism 


Translated from “Critiche ingiustificate,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 
16 (December 16, 1899) 


The Provisional Correspondence Committee (residing in Barre, Vt.) of the Anarchist Socialist 
Federation wrote in its circular to comrades in the United States that “it will see to the 
dissemination to all groups of any proposals received from any group and pertaining to 
propaganda.” 231 

The phrase and pertaining to propaganda was clearly intended by the Committee to convey 
that it assumed the responsibility for disseminating messages concerning propaganda, and 
not things of a private interest. 

However L’Aurora, in search of an argument to support its cherished thesis, interpreted 
that phrase to mean that the Committee intends to judge what is and what is not relevant to 
propaganda, and so goes to war against it, voicing the very same criticisms we would make if 
L’Aurora’s interpretation was correct.232 

We will not raise a philological issue and argue that pertaining to something means 
regarding it, having relevance to it; and, since anything regarding propaganda pertains to it, 
whether it be deemed useful or harmful, good or bad, so the expression used by the 
committee does not imply any intention to judge. 

Let us concede though that the expression used may not have been fitting. What matters 
is the spirit and not the letter; the intention and not the more or less correct form of 
expression; the facts and not the more or less exact words. 

The intention of the committee that offers us its services, and our intention in accepting, 
is to establish a transmission office that, as such, has no judgments of its own to champion, 
and is merely an affordable and steady method of correspondence. The members who 
constitute it are certainly entitled to express their judgments and take whatever initiatives 
they please, but they must do so as individuals, or as members of some group, and not as the 
correspondence committee. 

We want a correspondence committee because, among other reasons, we know that 
without one it is the newspaper that becomes the agency that connects comrades and 
correspondence is centralized in the hands of the newspaper’s editors; and neither the paper 
nor the editors can disregard their own judgments since their task is precisely to uphold and 
champion those judgments. There are always reasons of space and literary quality (which 
cannot be entirely ignored) that allow or actually force the editor of a newspaper to choose 
among a range of contributions—and, of course, they base their selection on their own 
judgment. 

But will the reality live up to the words? That remains to be seen. 

To be sure it may happen that someone who takes on a given role may not perform it 
well, or may seek to distort it. But there is no great harm done when people are free not to 
use the services of that functionary. 

What turns a role, a delegated task, into power, into authority, is the fact that, as happens 
in societies organized along authoritarian lines, everyone is obliged to suffer the will of the 
individuals in these roles and can only get rid of them (when they can at all) by having a 
majority on their side. That danger does not exist among us. The fact of having a 
correspondence committee deprives no one of the right to correspond directly with anyone 
they wish: that committee is simply another means of communication made available to 


comrades, and if perchance it does not perform its assigned task well, the comrades will not 
have the hoped-for advantage, but will have lost nothing of their individual resources. 

Does that mean that there is no danger of authoritarianism within our organization, and 
that everything will function as it would in an ideal anarchist society? 

Of course not! There are always dangers, but they don’t depend upon organization: rather 
they depend upon the apathy of those who should do their part and instead leave it to others 
to do everything. 

Whoever seeks a boss, whoever seeks a master can always find one; and more so outside 
of the organization than within it, since the energetic person who, rather than use their 
energy to arouse the energy of others and work together for the common good, aspires to 
give orders and impose their will, meets with more success when they are not hampered by 
being held accountable for assignments, and when they are dealing with isolated individuals 
rather than organized groups. 


231 The circular had been published in La Questione Sociale of December 2, under the title “Federazione 
Socialista-Anarchica.” 

232 “La lotta politica” (The political struggle), part 6, L’Aurora (West Hoboken) 1, no. 11 (December 9, 
1899). 


On a Personal Matter 


Translated from “Per una questione personale,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new 
series, no. 15 (December 16, 1899) 


Ciancabilla has privately responded with the following letter to the letter that our typesetters 
addressed to L’Aurora and that we published in the last issue:233 


West Hoboken, December 8, 1899. 
TO THE TYPESETTERS OF THE Q. S. 


[In the first three paragraphs Ciancabilla takes full responsibility for the published letter and 
reiterates the charges against the typesetter, although, he claims, his assistant typesetters are now 
coming to defend him “due to a petty solidarity of interests. He addresses these assistants in the 


following part. ] 


I can only note their consistency, recalling that right up until my last day residing in 
Paterson, they were continuously complaining to me about the system of exploitation, 
payment, and division of labor, to which their boss234 was subjecting them. That boss was so 
much a boss that he would take on other anarchist orders—always in tribute to the apostolate 
and abnegation which he proclaims... in words only, quoting Bakunin and others—charging 
the master’s rate (50 cents) and instead paying his employees the worker’s rate, while, by his 
right to be the boss, he makes no sacrifices—as in regard to unionism—not even that of 
paying rent for his printing house. 

For all of these considerations I do not find it strange that the Paterson comrade—who 
exists, whether you like it or not—spoke of the typesetter rather than the typesetters of the Q. S. 
And the latter should have considered themselves out of the matter. 

L’AURORA’s purpose is not to attack so-called comrades—a very elastic term; but it does 
not refuse to warn comrades making sacrifices for propaganda about those who profit from it, 
preaching morality and zealous puritanism. Besides, all attacks coming from me have this 
difference from those that certain people have mounted against me from the shadows: I make 
my attacks based on truth, and do not resort to poisonous insinuations and cowardly lies; I 
attack head-on, openly lashing out, frankly, and I am not a follower of the arts of the sons of 
Loyola who jesuitically hit from behind, slithering like reptiles. 

Permit me to find it strange that you demand (!) publication of your protest in 
L’AURORA. In the face of factual accusations only factual defenses and corrections can be 
acceptable. For bombastic protests, such as your own, you have your newspaper, and you can 
use it. 

I have nothing more to say to you. I just caution you that, as far as am concerned, this 
epistolary debate is also over, because I do not have time to waste. 

Should you seek some other satisfaction, you can come and get it. You know where I 
live. 


G. CIANCABILLA. 


419 Courtland St. II floor 
WEST HOBOKEN N.J. 


We the undersigned believed it fitting to publish this letter because it paints a portrait of this 
man. 

Ciancabilla lies knowing he is lying. Thus far we had refrained from attacking him 
personally because we did not want a personal issue to get mixed up with matters of ideas 
and come to change the composure of the discussion. 

But since he has not been able to resist the nasty impulses of his temperament and he 
himself provides us with the proof that he intends to lead a campaign of insults and slander, 
we believe it is necessary to set our reservations aside and say once and for all that for us 
Ciancabilla is not a comrade. 

Let the comrades who agree with Ciancabilla’s ideas take care to not misunderstand us. 
We respect all ideas and believe them all worthy of examination and discussion. We are 
attacking Ciancabilla not for his ideas, but for his dishonest behavior. 


Aquadro L., Besso G., Bianco S., Boffa C., Cominetti B., Casale G., Castelli G., Casale A., 
Cavallo G., Cerino A., Cerino S., Cerruti A., Cravello E., Cravello V., Ferro P., Foschini G., Frattini 
Lucia, Frattini Luigi, Gallo F., Gillia E., Magliocco C., Mainardi S., Malatesta E., Mazzotta B., 
Mercandino Giuseppe, Mercandino Giacomo, Minero Re L., Motta Marcello, Perino L., Picco G., 
Porrino F., Porrino M., Prina Q., Raveggi P. (Evening), Rivetti S., Robino P., Roda C., Rolli G., 
Sanguinetti B., Sella G., Simone A., Sola A., Tamaroglio Amedeo, Tamaroglio Antonio, Tamaroglio 
G., Tognetti E., Verolet L., Vineis E., Vineis G., Widmar F. 


[There follows a statement from the administrator of La Questione Sociale, Widmar, who attests 
that the typesetter Pedro Esteve is paid at the workers’ rate of forty cents, and a statement from the 
typesetters Guabello and Mazzotta, attesting that they are paid by Esteve at the same rate. | 


233 The letter from the typesetters had been published as an appendix to the article “Provoked,” p. 174. 
234 In English in the source text throughout the paragraph. 


The Long Way and the Short Way 


Translated from “La via lunga e la via breve,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series 
no. 16 (December 23, 1899) 


Many people, and some of the best, out of a genuine love for the common good, have the 
habit of saying to us: 

“Your ideas are just and sacrosanct; but why do you want to implement them by means of 
a violent revolution? Revolution could be the shortest way to get to the goal; but you cannot 
have a revolution without facing pain and sacrifice and without a more or less large amount 
of bloodshed. Would it not be wiser, more humane, to take the undoubtedly longer, but 
gentler way of gradual and peaceful evolution?” 

And the legalitarians purposely capitalize upon this noble desire to spare human suffering 
to bang the drum for their parliamentary program. 

We too would be in favor of the long but peaceful way, if it were an issue of our own 
personal satisfaction; in fact we would even and forever renounce this satisfaction, if doing 
so would prevent the shedding of a single tear or a single drop of blood. However this is 
precisely an issue of abolishing the social causes of human suffering, and we support the 
violent revolution, done as soon as possible, because we believe it is necessary to save blood 
and tears. 

Those who talk about the long way to avoid suffering must never have reflected on the 
actual conditions of the proletariat in present-day society: otherwise they would understand 
that every additional day that the current state of affairs continues, produces more suffering 
and more sacrifice of life than a hundred of the bloodiest revolutions. 

In the city of New York alone there are many tens of thousands of women who sell their 
bodies every night for bread. Tens of thousands of men are homeless or jobless and to satisfy 
their hunger they must beg or steal... when they manage. 

Mrs. Leonora Barry, in a survey performed on behalf of the Knights of Laborzss found in 
Newark, N.J., a girdle factory in which women and kids, paid starvation wages, were not 
allowed to talk, laugh, sing, nor eat a bite during work, and were fined 10 cents for every 
transgression. 

Does thus strangling laughter and song in the throats of the youngsters, day after day, 
year upon year, for an entire lifetime, not amount to murdering the human being and 
reducing it to a simple cog in a machine? 

In Bordentown, N.J., Mrs. Barry found women who were competing with prison inmates, 
who were making shirts at a price of 17 to 25 cents per dozen. 

In Auburn, N.J., she visited a factory making women’s and children’s clothing, in which 
the female workers had to purchase the machine from the master and pay for it 50 cents per 
week if they earned three dollars, and 75 cents if they earned four dollars; and if they were 
fired or fell ill, they lost what they had paid for the machine, which remained the property of 
the master, who sold it to another female worker at the same price as before. 

In Paterson, N.J., in the yarn factories, she found that the women were working in their 
bare feet on a stone floor with their chests drenched by a continuous spray of water, and in 
summer and winter were forced to go home soaking wet because, once work was over, the 
master did not let them stay in the factory long enough to change their clothes. 

And this, and worse, is happening in America, where people from all over the world 
stream in fleeing from even worse suffering! 


What can we say about the millions of peasants living in animal-like conditions and dying 
of prolonged malnutrition? What about the hundreds of thousands dying of acute starvation? 

And what about the victims of the mines, the railways, sailing, insalubrious work, all of 
them victims of the capitalists’ greed and indifference? 

And the children dying by the millions from lack of food and medical treatment? 

What of the famines? and the epidemics? and the wars? 

Maintaining this state of affairs longer to save the few victims who would regrettably 
perish in a violent conflict, is that what is meant by sparing bloodshed and pain? 


But it gets even worse. 

Rejecting violent methods and consequently not preparing to use them to one’s 
advantage, does not prevent violent outbreaks of popular anger: it simply makes the people’s 
victory unlikely, and gives governments the means to periodically carouse in blood and 
persecution. 

Keeping demands low, preaching that we should make do with taking things a step at a 
time, means deliberately multiplying violent revolutions with little or no benefit for the 
sufferers. 

The only way to spare the bloodshed and suffering is to strike hard and in the name of all 
human demands. 


A few days ago, a comrade, Pietro Cane from New York, told us an anecdote he swears is 
true. 

In Palermo, there was a shoemaker who, having had a puppy, conceived the idea of 
raising it without a tail. To achieve this goal he cut off a small piece of the animal’s tail every 
day; one can easily imagine how much torture this caused the poor little animal. 

The neighbors, tired of the continual yelping and having realized the cause, complained 
to the shoemaker. And he apologized saying that he wanted to raise the dog without a tail. 

—tThen why not lop the entire tail off at one go? the neighbors said. 

—Because I’m afraid of hurting him, the shoemaker answered. 

What a strange sensitivity! But this is what the democratic socialists want to do, like all 
who would want to have a little revolution to make a little conservative republic, and then 
another one to make a radical republic... and so on until centuries are consumed. 


235 The Knights of Labor were a pioneering workers’ organization especially strong during the 1880s. The 
survey by Leonora Barry, one of the organization’s national officers, dated from 1887. 


Socialist Congress? 


Translated from “Congresso... socialista?” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, 
no. 16 (December 23, 1899) 


We have news from the first sessions of the French legalitarian socialist congress in Paris. 

Even a quick glance at the agenda reveals what kind of socialists they are. 

1. The class struggle and the conquest of public powers. 

2. Stance to be adopted in conflicts between various bourgeois fractions. 

3. Socialist unity. 

The economic issues of greatest concern to workers are of no concern to these 
“socialists”... except in regard to whether they may or may not provide a pathway to power. 

It is interesting to note (and comforting to us) that, aside from the delegates of the 
electoral committees, few workers attend this congress. Barely sixty corporative groups were 
represented, and in general they were not represented by one of their worker members, but 
by a prominent politician. 

All members of parliament and council members and those who aspire to be such are 
present. Under the pretext of socialism they address the conditions under which a “socialist” 
might accept a ministerial portfolio. Millerand’s laurels are disturbing the sleep of these 
gentlemen. 

There are two fractions in the Congress. 

On the one side there are the Guesdists and the Blanquists who take on the air of guardians 
of the sacrosanct tradition of scientific (?) socialism, which, it seems, is against one of its 
members serving in the government. They are the revolutionary (!) part of the Congress. 

On this occasion, they support the argument that the anarchists have always supported, 
namely that once one sets out on the slope of concessions, one must go on to the end; and 
they scold their friends from yesterday for doing what they themselves have not ceased to do 
to gain seats in parliament or on municipal councils. 

On the other side we have the independents with Jaurés and “his recruits from the 
universities and bourgeois circles” who, more logically, applauded Millerand’s entry into a 
bourgeois cabinet, taking their theory of conquering public powers to its last consequences, 
and inevitably ending up as nothing more than faint radicals. 

The Congress is nothing but a battle between these two groups. 

We shall keep our readers informed of the conclusions reached by the Congress. 


Personal Matter 


Translated from “Questione personale,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 
16 (December 23, 1899) 


In L’Aurora, Ciancabilla continues his dirty campaign of insults and slander. 

And, of course, he says that he is doing so as a matter of principle and... in the interest of 
LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE! 236 

To the question of principle we respond that sacrifices for the cause must be voluntary, 
or, when they are mandatory, should be equal for all, according to the resources of each 
person, of course. 

Why should the typesetter who composes LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE be required to make a 
sacrifice that is not demanded of fellow typesetters working elsewhere and of comrades 
plying other trades? 

The typesetter is in a different position than an editor or a lecturer. These are tasks that 
are done as anarchists, which offer their own reward in themselves, indeed they are a 
privilege and should be done free of charge, or better not to do them; except when help from 
comrades is necessary to pay the expenses required, which one may not be able to arrange 
for otherwise.237 

On the other hand, the work of the typesetter is manual labor that one does not need to 
be an anarchist to perform, and which could as easily be taken on by a comrade as by any 
other worker. 

When comrade Pedro Esteve, invited by comrades from the group, who found themselves 
without a typesetter, took on the task of composing La Questione Sociale, he certainly had no 
intention of sacrificing for the cause, but was simply plying his trade, just as he had done in 
other printing houses. 

He makes his share of sacrifice (if we may call it a sacrifice)—and it is no less than that of 
others—through his activities as a propagandist and lecturer and by devoting a lot of time for 
free to the paper, time that takes away from his paid work, as well as contributing financially 
within the limits of his means. 

As to Ciancabilla’s concern for the interests of La Questione Sociale, they are laughable for 
anyone who really knows the man.2:s But, if that were the case, why did he ignite a public 
scandal and not invite the author of the anonymous letter to bring his concerns before the 
group? 

And is it also in the interest of La Questione Sociale and propaganda that he informs the 
public that we reduced our circulation when he knows that the number of our readers in the 
United States and elsewhere has been growing and that the reduction in circulation was due 
to the fact that we have had to suspend much of our shipment to Italy because the police 
sequester our packages at the border? 

But enough of these hypocrisies. 

Ciancabilla KNOWS all of the devotion Pedro Esteve has to the cause and the services he 
has rendered it in Spain, Cuba, and the United States; he KNOWS that Esteve not only doesn’t 
make any profit off the labor of the other typesetters, but that because of the time dedicated 
to taking care of the newspaper and because of so many small expenses that unofficially fall 
upon him, he comes to earn much less than he would earn in a capitalist print shop; he 
KNOWS that Esteve, to his own disadvantage, printed the first issue of L’Aurora yielding to 
Ciancabilla’s insistent pleas and to provide proof of tolerance; he KNOWS that Esteve’s type 


was brought to the premises of LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE at the behest of the group and of 
Ciancabilla himself in order to facilitate other anarchist publications, such as El Despertar, 
Germinal, and L’Aurora itself, which Ciancabilla maintained could only be produced in 
Paterson; he KNOWS that, when he was a member of our group and an editor with the Q. S., 
matters at the printing house were as they are now and not only did he not find fault with 
anything but he had fun ridiculing a fellow who was forever counting the leads and 
criticizing Esteve when he showed up for work an hour late without realizing when he 
worked the whole night through to get the paper out on time; he KNOWS all the good that 
(hypocritically, of course) he used to say to Esteve when Esteve was in the same current 
position—he KNOwS all this, and he knowingly lies. 

We could seek the interest that has driven him in this attempt to sow division and 
suspicion among comrades. We prefer to leave him to wallow in his mud and not worry 
ourselves anymore with him and what he might say—unless he truly drags us into it. 

Always, when propaganda work begins well and the highest hopes smile upon us, people 
come forth who, affecting to be more anarchist than the others, seek through slander and 
insinuations to disgust the most active comrades and do the greatest possible damage to the 
cause of anarchy. 

Ordinarily, this dissolution work was done through anonymous manifestos. 239 This time 
someone has the sad courage to say his name. The comrades will know to whom to attribute 
the harm done... or attempted. 


236 “Speculazioni anarchiche,” L’Aurora (West Hoboken) 1, no. 12 (December 16, 1899). 

237 For a discussion of this subject see “Wages in Socialist Enterprises and Workers’ Organizations,” in 
Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 158. 

238 Ciancabilla had written that “having excited the comrades of La Questione Sociale to provide for the 
newspaper’s budget at a point when it is in a deficit, amounts to wanting the newspaper to prosper 
and quickly regain stability, in the interest of propaganda.” 

239 The reference is to a series of manifestos published in London by the so-called “anonymous group.” In 
this regard, see the two “Filth” articles and the articles “Our Correspondence” and “A Mystification 
Ended,” in Volume III of these Complete Works, p. 104, 161, 187 and 415, respectively. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 16 (December 23, 1899) 
Dear Comrades, 


Wishing to respond to the article “Falsification,” L’Aurora recalls a note that Grave added to 
a correspondence that Ciancabilla sent to Les Temps Nouveaux in November ’97 regarding the 
anarchist movement in Italy.240 

The note read exactly as follows: “We do not entirely share the author’s outlook on the 
need for a centralization of propaganda; rather, our social movement must take heed of all 
mindsets that are expressed.” (See Les Temps Nouveaux of November 20-26, ’97.)241 

I do not want to get into a discussion with Ciancabilla. But it is important to me to state 
that, given how Ciancabilla described our affairs in Italy, I would have had and I would have 
exactly the same reservations as Grave, since I was and I am against the centralization of 
propaganda, and I have always urged and urge comrades to make their own propaganda and 
multiply initiatives and activities. 

Ciancabilla (while approving me and singing my praises) used to give the same 
misrepresentation of the ideas and aims of the men of L’Agitazione as he is today trying to 
give of the ideas and aims of LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE. With the difference that back then, 
when he was new to the anarchist movement, the mistake might have been attributed to 
error, whereas today, when he knows our ideas and our people well, it is obviously a 
deliberate and planned falsehood. 

Now on to other matters. 

I learned that Ciancabilla, concerning the statement from many comrades, including 
myself, that he is not our comrade, intends to ask in this week’s issue of L’Aurora whether he 
is not considered a comrade because of his campaign, supposedly against the typesetter but 
actually against LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE, or because of other more serious things that have 
been whispered about his conduct in Europe, and that he intends to address the question to 
me in particular.242 It is probable that most of the signatories to the statement are judging 
him especially based on his conduct in America; but that is for them to say if they want. 

As for me, I preempt my reply. 

When I got back from domicilio coatto, comrades whom I had mostly known for many 
years and whom I hold in the highest esteem, as do all comrades who know them, told me 
things about Ciancabilla that were very dishonorable for an anarchist and a revolutionary... 
even allowing for possible exaggeration due to emotion. These were matters of which I did 
not have direct knowledge, since I had played no part in them, indeed when they happened I 
was in prison or on the island. But the comrades who told me are trustworthy people, and I 
believed them, as I believe them now. 

Although one of those concerned is now unfortunately in prison, the others are alive and 
free and will certainly not refuse, if Ciancabilla so wishes, to repeat what they told me. 

Furthermore, they had me read a letter from Ciancabilla that for me was enough to judge 
the man. If Ciancabilla so wishes, I believe I can arrange for its publication. 

All of this of course prepared me to end any relationship with Ciancabilla and to publicly 
explain the reasons—as much as it is always tiresome to assert facts that one does not know 
directly and for certain. 

But there was a problem. 


Ciancabilla had long purported to have a brand of ideas of his own to argue, and it looked 
as if he wanted to argue them against me, since he dubbed malatestian anyone who disagreed 
with him. 

I could plainly see that he had no such ideas, and I saw in all of his word tinkering the 
intention to sow confusion in order to create a prominent position for himself. But that was 
my opinion and others might not agree; and then Ciancabilla is well-versed in the art of 
coloring a phrase, something that easily dazzles comrades, who are not generally scholars. 

It was necessary to resolve the matter of ideas, to induce comrades who were undecided 
to reflect, to not let themselves be deceived by phrases; and for that to happen any personal 
conflict needed to be eliminated. 

Had I attacked Ciancabilla on personal grounds, there would have been those who 
claimed that I was “excommunicating” him because he did not think like me; and Ciancabilla 
would have benefited from this. So I decided to focus only on the question of ideas, and 
strictly avoid any personal attacks. 

I was pleased when, after the parting of the ways, the comrades from the “Diritto 
all’Esistenza” group, even the ones most hostile to Ciancabilla, helped him financially to 
launch a newspaper in which he could set out his ideas. I never uttered a word against him; 
and when, in locations where I went to give talks, comrades asked me about Ciancabilla, I 
without fail replied that I did not want to say anything about him, that they should read both 
newspapers and choose the ideas they found more persuasive regardless of the personalities 
presenting the ideas. When, at my lectures, money was collected and comrades asked if it 
would be all right with me to divide the proceeds between LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE and 
L’Aurora, I always answered that they should do as they wished. In short, I always avoided 
any sort of opposition to Ciancabilla, outside of the field of a pure debate of ideas. And I was 
determined to continue in this manner, even though I was not unaware of the insinuations 
that he spread and the poisonous letters that he wrote, as long as, at least in public, he kept 
to the field of a debate of ideas. 

But Ciancabilla could not continue in that field, since ideas were the very thing he lacked, 
and he found himself in the humiliating position of having to repeat, in slightly different 
words, what he had understood from his adversary the previous day, to present it to the 
public as a truth he had discovered and that his opponent rejected. And unwilling to 
abandon his personal objectives, he found himself reduced to resorting to insults and slander. 
That authorized and forced me to set aside my reservations. Now no one could reasonably 
suspect me of attacking Ciancabilla because he does not think like me. Besides, the sight of 
him resolutely lying about things, which this time I know for certain and first-hand, banishes 
any remaining doubts I may have had as to what I had heard about him and shows me, 
beyond any doubt, that he is capable of dirty deeds. 

Therefore, I declare with a completely clear conscience that, as far as I am concerned, 
Ciancabilla is not a comrade. 


Yours 
ERRICO MALATESTA. 


240 The article “Falsification” appears on p. 172. Ciancabilla replied with an article of the same title in 
L’Aurora, no. 12 (December 16). In the article Ciancabilla disputed what he in turn considered a 
falsification contained in a note in La Questione Sociale of December 9, in the “Fatti e opinioni” 
column. The note concerned a comment in the November 1899 issue of Freedom (London), which 
mentioned an article, appeared in the July 1899 issue of the same paper, in which Jean Grave wrote 
in support of organization. Ciancabilla countered that Grave was actually opposed to organization 
and to this end brought up the 1897 editorial note in Les Temps Nouveaux. 

241 At that time Ciancabilla had not yet adopted an anti-organizationist position. 

242 For the declaration by Malatesta and others against Ciancabilla see “On a Personal Matter,” p. 184. 


Ciancabilla’s question anticipated by Malatesta actually appeared in the article “Per una questione 
personale. La scomunica” (On a personal matter. The excommunication), L’Aurora (West Hoboken) 1, 
no. 13 (December 23, 1899). 


The Malatesta Lectures:.: 
Translated from “Le conferenze Malatesta,” II Proletario (New York) 4, no. 35 (December 23, 1899) 


Not many of our comrades attended the four lectures given in the Tirelli Hall of New York by the 
anarchist Malatesta, maybe because they mostly live far away and were not overwhelmingly attracted 
by the novelty of what was going to be said. However, comrades Rondani, Cianfarra, and others, 
refuted all of Malatesta’s scientific heresies with which anarchist propaganda necessarily decorates 
itself and spelled out the nature of the international Socialist party’s program. 244 

Malatesta admits that government and property are the two links in the oppression of the 
proletariat. Every so often—in his presentation—a third link crops up, religion; but as to the 
importance of the latter, Malatesta is very far from having, shall we say, a permanent judgment. 

In Barre, Vermont, just a few months back, it appeared that religion was the capstone of capitalist 
rule. Now it seems that it is rather from government—which allegedly created and upholds private 
ownership of the means of production and exchange—that the present enslavement of wage-earners 
derives. All the weakness and illusions of anarchism are nestled in this half-Saint-Simonian, half- 
Marxist, half-Spencerian uncertainty. 


243 This excerpt was inserted here because the subsequent untitled note on p. 208 refers to it. 

244 Il Progresso Italo-Americano, in its issues of December 15-17, mentions these lectures were held daily 
from December 13 to December 16 and that the topics of the last two were, in order, “Fatherland, 
Religion, and Family” and “How and when Anarchy will triumph.” 


To All Comrades 


Translated from “Ai compagni tutti,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 17 
(December 30, 1899) 


Outraged by the dishonest behavior practiced by Ciancabilla, in appearances toward our 
comrade, while really against LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE, we publicly stated in no. 15 of this 
newspaper that for us Ciancabilla was not a comrade.24s Now, for this reason only, in the 
latest issue of L’Aurora Ciancabilla presents us with a barrage of insults. We are idiots, 
screwballs, drunkards, crooks... is it not enough? 246 

In the face of such insults, we, the signatories of the above-mentioned protest, must 
declare that if we had had any doubts about the timeliness of our statement, Ciancabilla’s 
method of judging would have removed it.247 

And we want to believe that all comrades will think the same as we do, since lots and lots 
of them have expressed their displeasure at not having known about our statement soon 
enough to be able to add their names alongside ours. 


The Signatories. 


That declaration had already gone to the press when the following letter reached us from 
the Spring Valley comrades: 


[There follows the text of the letter signed individually by members of the “Germinal Club, who 
protest against the behavior of Ciancabilla, who “does not shrink from personally attacking 
comrades,” and against L’Aurora, which “out of mercenary jealousy, does nothing but sow discord 
and grudges between organizationist and antiorganizationist comrades,” and finally invite La 
Questione Sociale to refrain from any personal controversies. | 


In addition to this, we have received other letters from various locations, in which 
comrades tell us about the plots Ciancabilla is orchestrating against “La Questione Sociale.” 
We do not publish these because, as the Spring Valley comrades correctly say, we seek the 
most rapid possible end to this mudslinging in which others are so happy to engage. 

From Orange Valley they write us that Ciancabilla and his followers even tried to use 
violence against comrades who tried to settle the dispute at a meeting called by Ciancabilla 
himself. 


245 “On a Personal Matter,” p. 184. 

246 For Ciancabilla’s article see note 163. 

247 The emphasis upon the word “judging” is probably meant to be a dig at the antiorganizationists, 
theoretically hostile to the right to judge. See “The Right to Judge,” p. 251. 


Malatesta on the Problem of Love 


Clipping from unidentified periodical2ss 
Translated from “Le probléme de l’amour,” L’Unique (Orléans), no. 5 (November 1945) 
Originally published as “Il problema dell’amore,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new 
series, no. 18 (January 6, 1900) 


At first sight it may appear strange, but it is undoubtedly true that the question of love 
between the sexes, and all the subsidiary issues arising from it, occupies a great part of most 
people’s thinking, even when problems, which if not more important, are certainly more 
urgent, seem to call for the undivided attention of those who seek to end social wrongs. 

Every day we meet people crushed down by poverty and the fear of poverty; who, steeped 
in degradation by eternal want, have scarcely the right to love and parenthood, and yet these 
people would not listen to the means whereby we propose that they should be liberated from 
political and economic serfdom unless, at the same time, we explain how we should satisfy 
the need for love, and how we would organize the family. And, of course, this preoccupation 
grows bigger in those who have in their own cases solved the pressing problem of hunger, 
and blinds them to the existence of the other basic questions. 

The importance of this fact is explained by the major réle played by love in the material 
and moral life of mankind. It is in order to build an independent family around himself that 
man extends the greater and best portion of his life and energies. 

Again, this fact is explained by that tendency towards the ideal which has illuminated the 
human spirit right from the time when man first owned the sway of conscience. When man 
suffers without measuring the wrongs he is undergoing, without looking for the remedy, 
without thought of revolt, he is living the life of an animal; but from the time he perceives 
that life’s evils do not depend on incontrovertible decrees of fate, but on human causes 
removable by human means; from that time he is filled with a need for perfection, and 
desires (ideally, at least) to enjoy a society which would know nothing but harmony and 
from which all misery would be forever eradicated. This tendency is very useful when 
pressing forward to its ideal, but not so when it encourages lethargy, and approves the status 
quo because even in achievable progress faults and shortcomings might still persist. 


Now, let us openly admit it; we have no nostrums for all those evils which can and do arise 
from the phenomenon of love, because they cannot be destroyed by social reform, nor by a 
change in customs. They derive from obscure psychological motives, and are immutable—or, 
if mutable at all, then only by a slow evolution the process and outcome of which we cannot 
foresee. 

We stand for liberty. We hold that all men and women have the inalienable right to unite 
freely with each other for no other reason than that of mutual love, and without any 
physical, legal, or economic coercion. But while this is the only solution we are willing and 
able to offer, this freedom will not do away with one fundamental fact—that love must 
depend on two harmonizing free-wills. And, then as now, it may happen that they do not 
harmonize in anything. Consider also that the liberty to do as one pleases means nothing if 
one has no clear objectives. 

It is all very well to say “When a man and a woman are in love let them ‘marry’ and when 


their love ceases, let them part.” But for this principle to be a sure and certain source of 
satisfaction it is necessary that both should begin to love—and stop loving—at the same 
time! What if one should love, but not be loved in return? If the partner who does not love 
wishes to follow new affections? Or if someone should love several persons simultaneously, 
and if these do not know how to adapt themselves to such a position? 

“IT am ugly,” one might say, “What shall I do if no woman is willing to love me?” A silly 
question perhaps—but not a whit less applicable to certain tragic situations. 

Another one, concerned with the same problem, was heard to say, “Today, if I can find no 
love, I can economize on good—and buy it. What shall I do when there are no more women 
for sale?” The attitude is a deplorable one, but it shows what a vested interest there can be in 
poverty. 

Some say the remedy lies in the complete extirpation of the family—the abolition of any 
regularized cohabitation; the reduction of “love” to a simple physical act, or at best its 
transformation (with the addition of sexual intercourse) into a sentiment scarcely 
distinguishable from the “friendship” which admits of a multiplicity, variety, and 
simultaneity of affections. And the children?—why, they would belong to everybody. 

But is it possible to abolish the family? Is it desirable? 

And above all, remember that, without forgetting the régime of lies and coercion now 
built into the structure of the family under present conditions, it will remain the potentially 
and actually greatest factor in the improvement of human character. It is the only sphere in 
which man normally sacrifices himself for others, does good for the sake of good without 
expecting any reward other than the affection of his partner and children. 249 

Certainly there are cases of noble self-sacrifice; of martyrdoms submitted to for the good 
of society as a whole, but these are always exceptional and cannot be compared to the 
constant sacrificing of a couple who devote themselves to the education and upbringing of 
their children. 

But, it will be argued, questions of interest being removed, all men will become brothers 
and love one another. 

Certainly they will stop hating each other. The feeling of solidarity and sympathy will be 
greatly increased. The idea of the general good will become a powerful influence on each 
individual. But that is not love. 

Loving everybody is much the same as loving no one. 

We will sometimes be able to alleviate distress, but we cannot mourn with everyone in 
trouble, else all our life would be spent in tears; and yet a tear of sympathy is a great 
consolation to a suffering heart. 

Statistics of births and deaths provide valuable indices of social needs, but they can mean 
little to our feelings. We cannot regret every man that dies. We cannot celebrate the birth of 
every child. 

And if we loved no one more intensely than all the others, there would be no one for 
whom we would be specially disposed to sacrifice ourselves. And would not life be less rich, 
less creative and less beautiful if we knew no love beyond a tedious, moderate, almost 
theoretical sentiment extended to all alike? Wouldn’t the best of human instincts be 
perpetually hobbled? Wouldn’t life be deprived of its best felt joys? Wouldn’t we be 
unhappier? 


Love, then, will remain love. When someone is very much in love, he feels the need of 
constant contact with and eventually exclusive possession of the beloved. Jealousy, in the 


better sense of the word, would seem to be necessarily co-existent with love. One can regret 
the fact, but the tendency cannot be modified. 

In my opinion, then, love is a passion naturally productive of tragic situations, which, 
however, when a general freedom prevails, will not express themselves as to-day, in acts of 
violence or displays of brute force. And in a free society, public opinion will no longer 
exhibit its present misguided and sentimental sympathy for so-called “crimes of passion.” 
These factors will assist the growth of harmony, but meanwhile, love’s tragedies will be no 
less painful. 

However, let us not make the seeming immutability of the difficulties arising from sexual 
relationships deter us from struggling against a form of society which aggravates them. To do 
so would be rather like going naked because we cannot dress in the finest furs. 250 

Remove the exploitation of man by man, destroy the brutal claims of the male to 
dominate over the female, oppose all prejudices, whether social, sexual or religious, and 
guarantee to all the right to live and enjoy life in freedom! Spread this teaching and we shall 
one day congratulate ourselves that the only problems on earth are those arising from the 
insoluble mystery of love! 

And when all else fails, those whose sexual life cannot be made to function harmoniously 
can eventually find due compensation in other spheres—whereas to-day love, along with 
alcohol, is the sole consolation of the greater part of the human race. 


248 The clipping consulted is in Vernon Richards Papers, International Institute for Social History, 
Amsterdam. We have restored the paragraph division of Malatesta’s original text and silently 
amended some mistranslations and omissions. 

249 On this note, compare “An Anarchist Programme,” p. 43, where the seventh and final point in the 
program consists of the “reconstruction of the family” on fresh foundations. 

250 This paragraph loosely summarizes two paragraphs of the original article. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 18 (January 6, 1900) 


Il Proletario devotes an article to the four lectures that Malatesta delivered recently in New 
York.251 And since it wanted to cover them, it should have honestly presented what Malatesta 
said and put forth its own objections, so that its readers might judge on a basis of knowledge. 

But that is not the habit of Il Proletario. That would be too dangerous, for those who chase 
votes and nothing else! 

Instead the author in Il Proletario produces a jumble of words, which simply reveal that he 
did not understand—or does not want to understand—anything of what Malatesta said in 
New York or of what he had said earlier in Barre. But he makes do with speaking of 
“science” and citing Marx, Spencer, and Saint-Simon (with whom we are beginning to think 
he is only vaguely familiar) to provide the illusion that people take him for a man of 
learning. Good for him! 

Fixing the blunders that Il Proletario says, and makes Malatesta say, would require 
printing Malatesta’s lectures just as he delivered them. But that is useless, since Malatesta 
writes in LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE, and everybody knows that anarchist lecturers are not in 
the habit of saying things different from what they write. 

We would rather hear the opinion of the audience that attended the lectures on Rondani’s 
habit of contradicting himself ten times in the same evening. 

By and large, the audience did not seem to be very favorable for the democratic socialist 
champion. 

Of Cianfarra we shall say nothing, because we received the impression that even his own 
friends pulled at his coat to silence him and not compromise their cause any more than it 
deserves. 


251 “The Malatesta Lectures,” p. 195. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 18 (January 6, 1900) 


The peak... no, a perfectly normal thing for a socialist, who could even be the hilarious 
Somebody from II Proletario. 

To find something absurd because it comes from the mouth of Errico Malatesta, the very 
same thing he would have accepted as gospel, if he knew that it had already been said by 
Enrico Ferri at an anthropologists’ congress. 252 


252 In his “Sotto le force caudine” column, in Il Proletario of December 23, 1899, Somebody had written: 


The peak for an anarchist speaker who could even be Errico Malatesta: 
Confounding Lombroso’s theory with figures from attorney Bartolo Longo!!! 


Longo, a devout Catholic, was devoted to projects designed to rescue the children of prisoners, in 
defiance of biological theories of criminality. Even though he was a disciple of Lombroso, the 
socialist criminologist Enrico Ferri also emphasized the social factors of criminality. 


Personal Matter 


Translated from “Questione personale,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 
18 (January 6, 1900) 


Pittsburgh, Pa. 28-12-99 
In accordance with what I was told, Ciancabilla wants to know, from me especially, the 
reasons why I do not consider him a comrade.2s3 

I have already provided him with my answer in advance.254 Let him delve as deeply as he 
likes into the issue: I will help him insofar as I can to shine light on the truth as it is. 

For me, his behavior towards La Questione Sociale and its typesetter, which I know for a 
fact to be dishonest, because it is in bad faith, means that the opinion I have reached 
regarding his moral character will be hard to change, even if this or that fact ascribed to him 
is incorrect. 

Allow me to add that Ciancabilla shows that he intends to use a very convenient method 
for his defense. He has started an entire campaign of slander against comrade Esteve putting 
forward as his only evidence the word of an individual he fails to name, paying no heed to 
the statement from 40 or 50 honest workers, who have made and are making ongoing 
sacrifices for the cause, and he thinks he can get out of this awkward predicament by 
attacking them with harsh words! If he goes on to also treat comrades in Europe, who have 
things to say against him, as witless, crooks, drunkards, and lunatics, he will have quickly dealt 
with the matter, but by no means will he be cleansed... and he will have tarnished no one’s 
reputation. 

And let me finish with a wish: that La Questione Sociale pay no more attention, or as little 
attention as possible, to this personal controversy. Our newspaper is made for propaganda. 
Ciancabilla has tried to forcefully drag us into personal issues; but, having clearly stated our 
case, we must not follow his example and allow him to turn an anarchist organ into a rag for 
gossip. If he wants to do that with his L’Aurora, he is free to do so; but La Questione Sociale 
must remain the impersonal propaganda organ it has always been. 

As for the personal matters, they will be dealt with, independently of the newspaper, by 
anyone who is involved and by all comrades who, knowing the men and the facts, or being 
able to gather information about the former and verify the latter, can come to their own 
informed opinions. 


ERRICO MALATESTA. 


2953 See note 163. 
254 See the untitled open letter of December 23, p. 192. 


Consequences of Commercialism 


Translated from “Conseguenze del Commercialismo,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, 
new series, no. 19 (January 13, 1900) 


In the trial taking place in Pittsburgh against four Italians charged with having killed an 
American in a drunken brawl, Judge J. W. F. White had the chance to speak several times on 
the effect that American beer produces on the drinker. He advised those wishing to drink 
beer to buy imported beer. German beer, he said, is the only real thing: American beer does 
not just intoxicate, but makes brutes of men. Beer, he added, is the cause of more crimes 
than any other liquor: it would be better to drink whiskey. And then he added: “No good 
beer has ever been made in this country, and I believe it has gotten worse than ever since the 
breweries united in a consortium. This is the inescapable consequence of monopolies. The 
only remedy would be to drink no more beer.” 

—Bah!—one American beer drinker said—He must be a partner in a firm importing 
German beer, and is using his position as judge to advertise his product. 

And yet that judge was probably absolutely honest and disinterested in his opinion. 

However, this is one of the consequences, and not the least damaging, of the commercial 
system derived from private property. One cannot say something good about a product 
without being suspected of advertising for the manufacturer, nor can one say anything bad 
about it without being suspected of putting it down for reasons of commercial competition. 
And one cannot believe what he hears or reads without first checking that he is not falling 
victim to advertising. 

And how can we be sure of that? 

Advertising appears everywhere and makes any sincerity, any mutual trust in social 
interactions impossible. 

Science itself, which should be the sanctuary of truth, is infested with it. 

A hygienist recommends an item to you; a doctor recommends a medicine to you and 
advises you to buy it at a given pharmacy telling you that you will find the genuine product 
there. But how can you be sure that such advice, instead of science, is not inspired by dirty 
profit? How can you believe, when you see other hygienists and other doctors giving the 
opposite advice? How can you know if you are dealing with differences of opinion honestly 
held regarding scientific issues yet to be definitively determined, or with mere business 
matters? 

Under the system of “everyone for themselves,” and therefore of private property and 
competition in trade and in work, which are the results of the individualist principle, deceit 
and lies become ordinary and often necessary activities, not just to in order to prevail, but 
also to simply survive. 

The industrialist, the merchant lie about the quality of their goods, unless they want to be 
crushed by the lies of their competitors. Before publishing a truth, the scientist must consider 
if it will bring him fortune or ruin him. The worker rather than worrying about the 
excellence of the product ponders how they can earn the greatest amount with the least 
effort, and does not care about the rest. 

If someone is not able to do something, but his livelihood depends on doing it, he will 
claim to be very good at it; and if he works as a doctor he will kill the sick, if he is an 
architect he will crush people beneath collapsing houses, if he is a lawyer he will have his 
clients jailed or ruined, and if he plies any trade he will botch his work in a thousand ways. 


In order to get work the builder lowers his prices, and then builds bridges and homes that 
fall down due to bad materials; the producer of food products poisons the public, the 
pharmacist gives medicine different from what the doctor prescribed (with regards to quinine 
sulfate alone, a few years ago fourteen counterfeit versions were found), the tailor passes 
cotton off as wool, and so it goes for all products. 

A discovery, an invention which in itself would be a blessing upon humanity, boosting 
wealth produced and reducing human effort, turns out instead to harm the workers, who are 
left jobless, and the industrialists and merchants who see the value of their machinery and 
their merchandise reduced. 

Often, no matter how beneficial something new might be, it is not adopted because too 
much capital is invested in the old system. 

It is in the interest of the doctor and the pharmacist for there to be many sick people, and 
they are damaged by public health laws. At a gathering of Italian doctors in New York City 
there was protest voiced against the destruction of a particularly unhealthy block in 
Mulberry Street because, according to one of them, “those homes keep us alive.” 255 

The innkeeper has an interest in there being lots of drunkards, and he serves up 
stimulating food that may ruin the stomach, but “makes people drink.” 

Police and judges have an interest in there being many criminals. The professional 
military, the arms manufacturers, the supply contractors desire war. And the priests promote 
the degradation of the masses, which is necessary for them to live. 

Everywhere there is rivalry, hatred, deceit, and unrelenting battles to snatch the bread 
out of each other’s mouths. 

And this happens at a time when bread, which is to say all that man requires, could easily 
be produced in abundant quantities for all; this happens when, with just a little cooperation, 
life could be beautiful and happy for everyone! 

This state of affairs, which tends to get worse as production develops and dealings 
between men increase, cannot change unless we change the foundations upon which human 
society is based. The system of “everyone for themselves” needs to be replaced by solidarity 
between people, through the abolition of private property, business, and competition, and 
their replacement with common ownership and free association between workers. 


255 Mulberry Street was the main street in Manhattan’s “Little Italy.” 


The 1900 Socialist Congresses in Paris 


Translated from “I congressi socialisti del 1900 a Parigi,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 
6, new series, no. 19 (January 13, 1900) 


This year, as is well-known, two international socialist congresses will be held in Paris: one 
of the democratic, legalitarian, parliamentary socialists, in short the ones who advocate “the 
proletariat’s conquest of public power by means of parliamentary and legislative action;” and 
the other of the anti-parliamentary, revolutionary, and anarchist socialists. 

Recent past international socialist congresses were the scene of a struggle between the 
anarchists and democrats, with the anarchists asserting their right to take part in a congress 
entitled socialist and pro-worker, and the democrats wishing to deny anarchists that right, 
and to drive them out. The last of the series, the 1896 congress in London, spent four of its 
six days over this struggle, to arrive at the fine result of expelling us as anarchists... but 
letting us in as representatives of workers’ societies. 256 

Being in the majority, the democratic socialists tried to argue that the anarchists insisted 
on attending their congresses for the pleasure of hindering their work; but they should know 
that is not true. We wanted to take part in those congresses because they were announced 
and organized as socialist and workers’ congresses without further restriction; and we could not 
allow the democratic socialists to appear to be the only representatives of socialism and the 
workers’ movement. Being socialists—and much more than them—and workers ourselves, we 
have the right to be wherever socialists and workers gather. 

In London, through Domela Nieuwenhuis, we told them: “Up until now we have come to 
your congresses because you claimed to be holding workers’ congresses; and since we do not 
want you to look like the representatives of the revolutionary world, we come to your 
gatherings in order to assert that you are not the embodiments of the revolution. Just say 
that from now on you will only hold congresses that only admit democratic socialists, and 
you will see us no more.” 

They have followed this advice, and this year they convene the congress by clearly stating 
that the only people who will be admitted will be: 


1. Representatives of groups seeking the replacement of capitalist ownership by socialist 
ownership and which consider legislative and parliamentary action as one of the necessary 
means of achieving that goal. 

2. Pure labor organizations which, although they may not engage in militant politics, declare 
that they acknowledge the necessity of legislative and parliamentary action. Consequently 
anarchists are excluded. 


This is therefore a politicians’ congress, and surely no anarchist will want to attend. 

Instead, anarchists will take part in the anti-parliamentary revolutionary socialist 
congress, at which laws are neither made nor drafted, but where ideas will be discussed, and 
perhaps agreements will be proposed which, in accordance with libertarian principles, will 
be binding only to those who accept them, and only for as long as they accept them. 

While we propose to later study the various issues placed on the agenda of the upcoming 
revolutionary socialist congress, we think it might be useful to publish in this and subsequent 
issues a study that Peter Kropotkin published in French about the London Congress of 


1896.257 


[There follows the first part of Kropotkin’s article “The International Congresses and the 1896 
London Congress. ”] 


256 On the London Congress, see note 27. 

257 The International Revolutionary Workers’ Congress in Paris, which should have taken place from 
September 19 to 22, 1900, was later prohibited by the Waldeck-Rousseau government under the 
1894 “wicked laws.” 


Concerning the “Problem of Love” (The Other Side) [by 
Beniamino Mazzotta] 


Translated from “Intorno al ‘problema dell’amore’ (L’altra campana),” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, 
New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 19 (January 13, 1900) 


[In the article, Mazzotta rejects the claim that the pains of love depend on man’s deep-seated and 
almost physiological feelings. If that claim was true, he argues, “we should naturally have to have 
uniformity of customs,” in contrast with the variety of sexual customs observed. Mazzotta stresses 
that the moral sphere is directly influenced by the economic sphere, asserts that the “family 
institution” should be fought against, because in favoring one’s family “one acquires exclusiveness 
and selfishness,” and instead he invokes “complete autonomy, which is achievable only without co- 
habitation.” He identifies love with the sexual function: “love is nothing but the physical act.” The 
highest degree of love is simply desire at its most intense, and is exhausted once the desire is 
appeased. Any other theory about the caducity of love, Mazzotta concludes, is a form of fatalism.] 


The author of the article, which the above intends to contradict, has little to offer in terms 
of a reply. He professes a profound ignorance on the subject, which he thinks is shared by 
everyone, or nearly so. If Mazzotta is an exception, and is sure that he has found the cure for 
the pains of love by preaching that “love is nothing but the physical act” he must have his 
good reasons... which will possibly not survive the first experience of falling in love. 

Just one observation on an issue that goes beyond the exclusive field of the problem of 
love. 

Indeed the economic factor influences—to a degree—the moral factor; but influencing 
does not mean encompassing. 

Be that as it may, admitting the influence, in whatever degree, of the economic factor 
upon moral sentiments, and even assuming, for the sake of argument, that everything hinges 
upon the economic factor, it clearly follows that, changing the economic position of men, 
their sentiments will change; but it does not follow that they will change in the way 
Mazzotta anticipates. 

For example, with the release of man from misery and the fear of misery, and with the 
elimination of all the anxiety produced by the present struggle for existence, one could 
suppose that sentiments may become more developed, refined, and lofty, and love may 
become, even more than it is today, a much more complex feeling than mere copulation. 

In the end, on this topic everyone passes judgment based on his own feelings and 
experience: the debate accomplishes little. 

So let us leave it there. 


To the Comrades 


Translated from “Ai compagni,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 20 
(January 20, 1900) 


For some time we have been receiving persistent complaints regarding the irregularity with 
which the post office forwards our shipments of newspapers. Last week not a single copy of 
LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE was delivered in the entire state of Pennsylvania. Such a setback, of 
which we do not know the cause, leaves us greatly astonished, all the more so since we know 
for sure that shipments of bourgeois newspapers are forwarded regularly and arrive at their 
destinations on schedule. 

Not that we are the only ones to lament this disruption. Some time ago “Freiheit” of New 
York, a German-language anarchist-socialist propaganda organ, run by comrade John Most, 
had the same complaints to advance regarding the irregularity of shipments made by the U.S. 
Post Office. 

Given this state of affairs, which can only be explained by the assumption that “free 
America” seeks to ape the “beautiful kingdom of Italy” in the most hateful and repulsive 
aspects of its Administration, we urge all comrades to complain vigorously to the post offices 
in the areas where they live and notify us at the same time, so we can resend whatever issues 
were not received. 

We would like to believe that by doing this, those people with evil intentions will be 
convinced of the uselessness of their dark ploys to block the free circulation of our 
propaganda organ and will in the end abandon their dishonest plans. 

May comrades therefore show their energy and write to us every time they do not receive 
the newspaper. For our part, we will make a firm complaint as well. 


Federalism and Anarchy 


Translated from “Federalismo e Anarchia,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, 
no. 20 (January 20, 1900) 


Years ago, in the times of the International, the word federalism was often used as a 
synonym for anarchy; and the anarchist fraction of that great Association (which its 
opponents—who, being infused with the authoritarian spirit, are in the habit of lowering 
broad questions of ideas to petty personal issues—called the Bakuninist International), was 
called indifferently by friends either the Anarchist International or the Federalist International. 

Those were the days when “unity” was in fashion in Europe; and not just among the 
bourgeoisie. 

The most listened-to representatives of the authoritarian socialist school preached 
centralization of everything, and they thundered against the federalist school, which they 
described as reactionary. And even within the International, the General Council, made up of 
Marx, Engels, and democratic socialist comrades, attempted to impose its authority over the 
workers of every country, centralizing in its hands complete control over the association’s 
entire life, and insisted on reducing to obedience, or driving away, rebel Federations, which 
did not want to acknowledge any legislative attribution and proclaimed that the 
International had to be a confederation of autonomous individuals, groups, and federations, 
linked to each other through a pact of solidarity in the struggle against capitalism. 

In those days therefore the word federalism, while not absolutely free from ambiguity, 
represented rather well—were it not for the meaning the opposition of the authoritarians 
gave it—the idea of free association between free individuals, which is the basis of the 
anarchist concept. 

But now things have quite changed. The authoritarian socialists, formerly ferociously 
unitarian and centralist, pressed by anarchist criticism, gladly describe themselves as 
federalists, just as most republicans have begun calling themselves federalists. And it is 
therefore important to keep one’s eyes open, and not be fooled by words. 

Logically federalism, taken to its final consequences, applied not just to the various places 
where people live, but also to the various functions they perform in society, and extended to 
the commune, to the association for any purpose, and to the individual person, means the 
same thing as anarchy:—free and sovereign units that federate with each other for the 
common benefit. 

But this is not how non-anarchists understand federalism. 

We need not concern ourselves now with republicans proper, which is to say bourgeois 
republicans. Be they unitarian or federalist, they want to preserve private property and class 
division in society; and therefore, however their republic is organized, freedom and 
autonomy would still be a lie for the majority:—the poor is always dependent, slave to the 
rich. Bourgeois federalism would simply mean increased independence and increased liberty 
for the lords of the various regions, but no less force to oppress the workers, since federal 
troops would always be ready to restrain the people and defend the lords. 

Let us talk about federalism as a political form regardless of the economic institutions. 

For non-anarchists federalism boils down to some measure of regional and municipal 
administrative decentralization, always without prejudice to the supreme authority of the 
“Federation.” Membership in the Federation is mandatory; and it is mandatory to obey 
federal laws, which should regulate the “shared” business of the various confederated bodies. 


The entity that determines which issues must be left to the autonomy of the various 
localities, and which ones are common to all and must be governed by federal laws, is again 
the Federation, which is to say it is the central government. A government that must limit its 
own authority!... obviously it will limit that authority as little as possible and will 
continually try to go beyond the limits it was initially forced—when it was weak—to impose 
upon itself. 

Besides, this greater or lesser autonomy applies to the various municipal, regional, and 
central governments in their dealings with one another. The individual, the person, always 
remains governable and exploitable at discretion,—with the right to say who he would like 
to be governed by, but duty-bound to obey any parliament that may emerge from the 
electoral alembic. 

In this sense, which is the sense in which it exists in some countries and is pursued by the 
most forward-looking republicans and democratic socialists, federalism is a government that, 
like every other government, is founded on the denial of individual freedom, and tends to 
become increasingly oppressive, with no boundary to its authoritarian demands other than 
resistance from the governed. Therefore we are opponents of federalism just as we are 
against any other form of government. 

We will instead accept the name of federalists, when it is understood that every locality, 
every guild, every association, every individual is free to federate with whom they please or 
not federate at all, that everyone is free to leave any federation they have joined when they 
please, that a federation represents an association of forces for the greater benefit of its 
members and does not have, as a group, anything to impose upon the individual federated 
members, and that any group just like any individual must not accept any collective 
resolution unless it is worthwhile and agreeable to them. But in this sense federalism ceases 
to be a form of government: it is just another word for anarchy. 

And this is true for federations in the future society, as it is for federations formed 
between anarchist comrades for the purposes of propaganda and struggle. 


To Conclude 


Translated from “Per finire,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 21 
(January 27, 1900) 


We receive and publish: 


[First published is a long undated letter from Pedro Esteve to La Questione Sociale, in which he 
defends himself, with a wealth of technical details, from the accusations leveled against him. Then 
the following letter from Malatesta is published. ] 


SPRING VALLEY, ILL. JANUARY 21 
I am looking over the L’Aurora from the 13th.25s 

Ciancabilla is greatly deceived if he believes I want to drop the matter; and he is even 
more deceived if he believes that by vomiting foolish insults and making ridiculous threats 
he will manage to dissuade me from proving what I have stated. 

I wished, and still do, that LA QUESTIONE SOCIALE not dwell, or dwell as little as possible, 
upon this; but I added that personal issues would be settled between the persons concerned 
with the aid of comrades who are, or may become, capable of judging with knowledge of the 
matter. I said “let Ciancabilla delve as deeply as he likes into the issue,” since he was 
shouting about wanting to get to the bottom of it, but I also said that I would help him bring 
the truth to light. Let him rest assured that he will be served. 

It is simply a question of seeking the best way to verify the truth, without using up the 
space of propaganda newspapers and printing matters that might prove compromising. 

And it seems to me indeed that the best way would be a JuRY of comrades, although (I 
am not sure why) Ciancabilla, while also suggesting it, calls it “a bourgeois method.” Instead 
it seems to me that the bourgeois method of settling personal conflicts is the court, just as the 
feudal method is the duel, and the savage method is the exchange of fists and stabs; whereas 
the jury of comrades is the best, most civilized, and most anarchist method available, when it 
comes to issues that cannot be brought before the public, or about which the public is not 
competent. 

At any rate, since Ciancabilla is willing to accept the jury, and I am, too, let us settle on 
the jury. 

If Ciancabilla wants this jury to be made up of comrades living in Europe, where the 
events to which I refer occurred and where the individuals who are familiar and involved 
with these events are found, let him say so and I am ready to appoint my representatives just 
as he will appoint his. 

Or if he prefers the jury to be established in America, representatives from both parties 
will be chosen from comrades living in America. The location is wholly irrelevant to me. 

Of course this jury should deal with the entire issue; meaning it should examine not only 
what I said against Ciancabilla, but also what Ciancabilla said against Esteve, against me, 
and against others during this whole controversy. It will collect the facts and the evidence, 
and then will publish, together with the conclusions it will have reached, everything that can 
be published without anyone being compromised to the authorities. 

And now let me re-establish the facts that Ciancabilla tries to complicate. 

Ciancabilla is trying to make people believe that I am the one who attacked him as a way 
of waging war on L’Aurora. 

To make such a claim he must rely heavily on people’s bad memory! The truth is—and it 


is well known—that I never opposed L’Aurora other than purely in the field of ideas; that 
indeed I supported its emergence and, to avoid personal issues getting mixed up with issues 
of ideas and clouding the serenity of the discussion, I forced myself to keep cordial relations 
with Ciancabilla, even if the information received from my friends made me have a low 
opinion of him. 

It was Ciancabilla who, abandoning the field of ideas, began slanderous attacks against 
comrade Esteve: slander, be it noted, which was brought forth by an anonymous person, and 
which Ciancabilla supports without any other evidence than his gratuitous claim, in contrast 
with the statements made by all those familiar with the facts, whom he himself dragged into 
the dispute. 

This behavior provoked outrage among the Paterson comrades, who published their well- 
known statement against him.259 

Ciancabilla then expressed the intention of asking, particularly of me (who was among 
the signatories of that statement) the reasons why I did not consider him a comrade. And I 
responded to him that for me the dishonest, slanderous attack brought against Esteve was 
confirmation that he, Ciancabilla, was morally capable of the dishonorable behavior earlier 
attributed to him by comrades, whom I regard as trustworthy and who are considered as 
such by all who know them.2«0 

Consequently, Ciancabilla set aside the accusations he had made against Esteve—and 
demanded proof of what had been said against him. 

If I just acted out of spite instead of seeking the truth, I could do what he did to Esteve 
and say: I do not want to name the accusers. 

But Ciancabilla should not have this fear... or this hope. 

I will provide the names and all evidence available to me; and I am convinced that 
Ciancabilla will have no reason to be happy. He will try to dig his way out, as he has 
believed he could do thus far, by showering insults upon all who will have anything to say 
against him; but this is a method of defense which is for comrades to judge. 

And now I should deal with the insults that Ciancabilla directs at me, since he realizes 
that I know him and am no longer willing to remain silent on his account. 

But is it really worth the trouble? 

He says that I make authoritarian, centralizing, 1848-style propaganda. My propaganda is 
what it is, and if I make it, this means that I believe it to be good and useful. Ciancabilla calls 
it authoritarian, etc. He might as well call it monarchist or clerical, since everyone knows, or 
can ascertain from reading and listening to me, what ideas I champion. Ciancabilla merely 
demonstrates, in a manner evident to everyone, his bad faith and the dubious interest he has 
in sowing confusion among anarchists by attributing to me—and thus to the comrades at LA 
QUESTIONE SOCIALE with whom I agree—ideas which are the opposites of those we actually 
have and propagate. 

Only one thing I would like to point out. 

Recalling the principle that a trouble shared is a trouble halved, Ciancabilla says that 
“more than one person who has known Malatesta for a long time” has assured him that it has 
always been his tactic to personally attack “those who made the mistake of thinking 
differently from him.” If it is true that someone said this, they have done him a disservice. 
Since the fact remains—and this is easily proved—that I have NEVER had any personal issue 
over matters of ideas, and that indeed I count among my dearest friends many whose ideas 
Oppose my own in various ways. 

Until this current case, the ONLY times I have directed personal accusations publicly 
against someone was when it concerned spies. Then too I was regarded as a pope, 
excommunicator, inquisitor, authoritarian, etc., and then too I received all sorts of threats 
and insults; but then the spies returned to the police to report their defeat, and I continued to 


give to the anarchist cause the modest contribution of my work. But do not misunderstand 
me: I sincerely hope that Ciancabilla does not wish to fraternize with the likes of Azzati- 
Terzaghi, Castagneto-Prete, and a few other spies with double or triple names, whom I have 
had the luck to help uncover and drive out of our ranks. 261 

Thus I await Ciancabilla’s further decisions regarding the jury. 

Comrades must forgive me if things can not progress as fast as would be desired: the 
persons concerned are scattered across several countries in Europe and I myself, still busy 
with my propaganda tour, can only complete the necessary procedures when the relevant 
communications reach me. Let them rest assured however that, sooner or later, the whole 
truth will come out. 


ERRICO MALATESTA. 


[A note from the editors follows stating that, from then on, the columns of the newspaper will be 
closed to any personal controversies; moreover clarification concerning Giuseppe Granotti, 
mentioned in Esteve’s letter, is provided. | 
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levande prov'somes pars 100, halldedose el bogoe sin pe- 
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, mverne alli de halnbee millares de setes hemancn, 


Eo Italia machos campesinos se alimentan de harina de 


malt, cuando pocden comer; ¥ bo €s por falta de theeras, 


pocsto que hay miles de hectireas sin caltivar y beazce de 
vobras pare hacer el eultive, 

‘Sin emborgo, cuundo los hambeientos piden pas, e) go- 
bietho italiano manda & fos soldados que ter den plomo, 
Eo Milla, goo obreras fueron muertos en ea motia moti- 
vado por el hambee, Y seigetras esto sotedtia, los ferroca- 
tiles €0 las estaciones y lon beqnes en lot puertos, extaban 
cargadon de prance, que 00 podian descargar por lor cre- 
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~~ Rewaltado y ta wera! estd sin cultivar, se impide fx en- 


tuada del wigo y el pablo eo tanto moere de hambee, 
40 6 eato propio de locon? 

Pero itn hay mio: El trigo venla dé Rule, to que 
hace soponer que alli a] menor los campesinos comlas, 
cunndo © realidad evtaban mecho peor que lon de Italia, 
yes i siguiers tenlan pars comer ta hariea de maiz. 

Bo Londres pasan de $0,000 las personas que no tiers, 
albergoe, sin contar ef némero inmenso de los que viven 
0 habltaciones insaficieetes y malsazas; y no es esto por 
ierto debido & que haya excuse de albutiiles 6 faiten los 
terrence y materiales de cosstraccita, Hay macha geate 
que anda devcalza 6 con kus zapatos rotos, porque 80 pot: 
en comprar de sorvos, mientras que el zagutero perma: 
eve crusade de braaos por tata de trabajo, Y ast podrian 
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La tmilveria ex una comecurecia de la abundancia y no 
de la ercanes, Cuando hay abundancia de prodectes t0- 
Dreviene la paralinacioe, exto es, lactis por soba de pro- 
dacida. - 
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vecho pemonal de ke amon. 
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ag. 

‘Un jardineto compra ua berto para lever las verduras 

Al mercado, haciendo el elltulo que bo que gasta eo la 
compra y manatencidn deb animal, viene recompvasdo 
com creces poe el beneficio que le peoporciona, Coa el 
tempo se extablece wa tnmvia eléctrico qee le permite 
WAnsportar Wat verderss por ¢ centevos, ¥ Cont ya enton- 
cet el barre es para i wna carga, lo vende 6 to manda al 
matadero. 
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de eno el burro es mejor tratado que el obeero. 


Cusado es los demasires mineros, debidor 4 las malas 


condiciones en que se efectia el trabajo, mueree centema 


103 de obverse, kos acclonistas y directores no se peeocapan 
de ello, atribuyendo la desgracis A improdencia de tat 
muertos y seguros de encontrar inmediatamente gente de 
sobras que loa reemplace, Ea cambio merren,  meerea 
maulot, toman inwsediatamente sus medidas, porque éstor 
es comean dinero, y haces rerponsables del Cesastre & bow 
capataces > ingesieros 

Si el obrero americano gana peso y medio, el siciliano 
don penetas y ef egipcio 4 centavor, 80 es ponyar bon bur- 
(eves en una parte sean mejores que en otra; la rain de 
ito debe boscarie en la mayor 6 menor resistencia de los 
obeeron d las exigencias del capital, El silo Wenite & la 
explotacidn es la resistencia, 

Les godlervos tlewen semper teodencias 4 extremar la 
opresiie, que igualmente sito pode contearrertarse coo la 
resistencia. Ea Londres se tratd de der clerta vex un mile 
tin en favor de Irlands, mitin que cootuba con singuna 6 
feey poca simpatla entre la maa, Las sutoridades trata- 
100 de impedirio, y vieedo el pacblo en ello woa violaciéa 
de vas derechos de libre reesido, invadié el puryer, tom- 
pleado sus peertas, arrollé 4 la policla y celetrd el mitin, 
Al dia siguiente et jefe de policta, wate la actitod resmetta 
del pocblo, tratd de escutarte diciendo que ems dedenes ha 
‘Dian sido ma) interpretadas por sus subordinados, 

Coda dis se desarrollan mis kos medion de peoduccioa y 
sumenta ef nb.oeto de lor sin trabajo, La base del sctual 
tivtema capitalinta consiate €n dar al obrero to menos posi 
bie del valor de lo que produce. Cuando los productos we 
‘scumolas en kes almaceoes ¥ no encuentran salids, se para 
lina el wadajo, 

La conquiste de las Filipinas signitica pars fos capitalis 
tas atmericasce la adquinicidn de en nsevo mercado, por 
una parte, y por ots, la probabilided de lmportar flipinos 
4 América para que trabajen A aenon precio que el obrero 
ansericano, 6 bien llevar was capitales alld para conseguje 
dl mismo fa, ss 

1a lucha para mejorar el Jornal encecntea dificubtades 
en la malsma competencia que se hacen bor 
pero, de todos modes, doede dstos borhan, oa situsciéa es 
mejor, : 

Pero si es til fochar para mejorar y hacerve respetat, Bo 
4 revuelve con ello te cocstiéa, Para devtruit la miseria, 
e necesario cambiar las inttituciones sociales, 
Sapoogamen por un momenta, que por el solo esfuerto 
de le naturalera y sin necesidad del trabajo humano, se 
Peodujera el trigo, se eliborara ef pan, se edificaran las ca- 
as, ete. A realisurse tal milagro, podria creerse que los 
hombees habtan Tegado & la wuprema felicidad de vivir sia 
tenbujar; sir embargo, sada mis iesorio, puts slendo los 
prodoctos propiedad de los que acaparan La tierra y toda 
la riquesa, ¢ incapacitaddss hes desheredados de ofrecer su 
tnbajo para vivir, veriaove expestos 4 moritve de hamabre 
3 medio de la general abendancia. 

Pero'i los teubajadores comperedieran que los prodec- 
ton de la naturaleea y la riquess social era propiedad co- 
ths 7 en va Comtecuencia tomaras poseside de ells, serla 
‘en hecho la abundancia pura todos. : 
Ysiel suelo, las minas, lov instrementos de trabajo y 
Aeasporte fueram propiedad combn y todos vinleran obliga 
don A producir para vivir, 66 verlamos el abeardo de que 
evsrieras de hambee millares de seres humanos en tanto hor 


Ea wa libro pablicado por el De, Witts, demuestra éste 
qet el roclo de Francia peede prodocir pura alimentar con 
abundancia 4 60 millones de Mabitaater, trabsjando tn 
lo 56 dias al afio, com una jormada de 6 horas. Y Frame 
cia coenta solamente en la actealidad 4o millones de habi- 
tantes, muchos de los cuales moeren materiaimente de 
hambee 6 leatamente por slimentaciéa invaficiente y mal- 


tana 

Si la riqueza social! fotra propiedad comin, con poco 
trabajo porlrlasse mtisacee Ampliasoente las neceidades de 
todos; y como Magica consecuencla, no existizta el viele, el 
crimes y el odio, reimande la pas y el blewestar para todos, 


Source: International Institute of Social History, Amsterdam 


258 Under the title “Questione personale” (Personal matter) L’Aurora gathered an article by Ciancabilla, in 
response to the article of the same name dated January 6, 1900 and published on p. 201, and various 
letters of support. In the meantime the controversy had continued without direct intervention by 
Malatesta: another article “Questione personale” had appeared in the January 6 issue of L’Aurora; La 
Questione Sociale of January 13 carried “Dichiarazioni” (Statements) from several Paterson anarchists 
called into question by Ciancabilla. Following the aforementioned article of January 13, to which 
Malatesta is replying here, L’Aurora of January 20 published several further statements, under the 
title “Speculazioni anarchiche” (Anarchist speculation). We were unable to consult the subsequent 
issues of L’Aurora, the first series of which continued until no. 23 of May 24, 1900. 

259 “On a Personal Matter,” p. 184. 

260 Untitled open letter of December 23, p. 192. 

261 For Carlo Castagneto’s denunciation see Malatesta’s correspondence of October 18-19, 1884 in Il 
Comune (Ravenna), in Volume I of these Complete Works. Because of that denunciation, Malatesta was 
sentenced in absentia for defamation by the Ravenna court in June 1885. On the denunciation of 
Carlo Terzaghi, who introduced himself under the false name Azzati, see “Azzati-Terzaghi. A Spy 
Unmasked,” in Volume II of these Complete Works. 


SECTION V: Cuba and Farewell 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 24 (February 17, 1900) 


Errico Malatesta reports to us from Tampa, Fla., that he has written friends asking them to 
represent him in the dispute with Ciancabilla. As soon as he receives a positive response, he 
will make their names known.262 


262 Malatesta’s trip to Tampa, Florida is part of the “Spanish” portion of his American stay. Already on 
October 20, 1899 El Despertar had reported on a lecture given by Malatesta at the Circulo de 
Trabajadores in Brooklyn. On January 30, 1900 the same paper announced that Malatesta had been 
commissioned by the Sociedad de Torcedores de Tabaco de New York (New York Cigar Makers’ 
Association) to promote the idea of a federation for all cigar workers in the United States, and to that 
end he would shortly be visiting Tampa, where the tobacco industry was booming. According to what 
was announced by La Federacion (Ibor City, Tampa) of February 16, Malatesta gave a lecture in Italian 
in Tampa on February 18 on the topic “Italy’s future”; the next day he held a meeting proposing a cigar 
workers’ federation; and on February 20 he gave a lecture in Spanish on anarchy and its development. 
In order to resolve lingering divisions between the workers, Malatesta agreed to extend his stay in 
Tampa by three days (See “Por la posta,” El Despertar, May 20, 1900). Then, after a stay in Key West 
(Cayo Hueso, in Spanish) he set sail for Cuba. For a short account of Malatesta’s stay in Tampa, see “At 
the Workers’ Circle. A Lecture by Malatesta,” p. 253. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 25 (February 24, 1900) 


Comrade Errico Malatesta writes us from Tampa, Fla., that he has chosen comrades B. 
Sanguinetti and F. Widmar as his representatives, and they have accepted the task of 
representing him in the dispute with Ciancabilla. 

For his part, Ciancabilla having appointed comrades N. Quintavalle and G. Della Barile as 
his representatives, they will reach an agreement amongst themselves to set the date and 
location for the thus established jury to meet. 


Anarchist Propaganda 
Translated from “Propaganda anarquista,” La Discusién (Havana), March 1, 1900 


Enrico Malatesta in Havana.—Interview with a reporter. 
—Important statements. 


The noted anarchist agitator Enrico Malatesta arrived in this capital yesterday on board the steamship 
Mascotte. 263 

Yesterday evening we reached the Centro Obrero at Monte, 56264 and shortly thereafter we were 
introduced to the Italian propagandist. 

A 47-year-old native of Naples, he has thick, black beard and he is a very pleasant 
conversationalist. He speaks flawless Spanish. 

He was a medical student at the time of the Benevento uprising, of which Malatesta himself was 
an instigator; he was sought by the police together with those who had taken part in the insurrection, 
but managed to escape to London.2.«s 

He later returned to Italy where he published a newspaper championing his ideals and this 
triggered an active crusade by the authorities. 266 

Despite the intense investigation made to find him and prevent the publication of his newspaper, 
which continued to circulate, Malatesta could not be found. Eventually, after being reported to the 
police, he was arrested and banished to domicilio coatto, but after a short while he escaped from 
confinement with the help of a fisherman, who provided him with the means to escape. 

He went to London, then moved on to New York. He has visited several American localities, 
including Tampa and Key West, where he recently delivered some lectures. 

Enrico Malatesta’s articles are known throughout the world. Like Kropotkin’s, they have always 
found readers even among those who do not share their ideas, because, regardless of their beliefs, they 
are educated men and profound thinkers. 


Mr. Malatesta greets us politely. 

We express to him our intention to talk with him so we can offer the readers of LA DISCUSION the 
impressions we get from the encounter. 

— Do you believe that your propaganda will be warmly received by Havana’s socialists? 

—TIam not a socialist; 1 am an anarchist. With respect to the local workers, I cannot make a 
judgment about what they think, yet, as I arrived a few hours ago. Apart from this, I believe that the 
worker in Cuba is completely absorbed by the political question, since they are a diverse people, and it 
is only natural that everyone should be concerned with securing first what they have suffered for. 267 

— In Cuba—we tell him—the word “anarchist” frightens. Could you explain us what this word 
means on the whole? 

— Tomorrow evening I will be giving a lecture that will explain it; if anything remains unclear 
after my explanation, feel free to let me know. I also welcome a debate, should anyone want to discuss 
my ideas. 

— Otherwise, the Anarchist Party is like every other party. Its enemies oppose it. It fights back, in 
turn; a struggle arises and everything else springs from that. Yourself, the Cubans, have demanded 
freedom; it was not granted to you, and so you fought with every means at your disposal, you burnt, 


you killed; because that is what happens in war. We anarchists do not want any government because in 
our opinion they are all the same. 

— Do you think that the Cuban government elected through popular suffrage is the same as all 
the rest? 

— Yes, it is the same. We all know that elections are a fraud; the only difference is that some 
people say so openly, while others keep it to themselves. People do everything they can to gain power 
and, once they get it, they rule as despotically as the people allows. Believe me. Do you know why 
there is a difference in daily wages between workers in Italy, in Cuba and elsewhere? Well, quite 
simply because when an Italian was offered ten cents for his day’s work, he accepted it, perhaps 
reluctantly, but in the end he accepted it. Offer a Cuban that wage and he will refuse to work. 

At this point our interview was interrupted by a group of workers who had gathered around us 
and our job was over. 

Mr. Malatesta believes that the Cuban war broke out because the people were oppressed; the 
people had its agitators who capitalized upon the opportunity with which they were presented. 

He says that the Cubans who have accepted appointments from the Americans should be 
considered traitors, because they are helping the government that today is their oppressor; if, instead 
of cooperating with the invaders, they had created the vacuum around them, the military occupation 
would leave, because there is no nation, however powerful, that could stand against the passive 
resistance of the million and a half people that Cuba can count on. 

He acknowledges that there are traitors everywhere, just as the Cuban autonomists who sided 
with the Spanish during the war were traitors. 

He believes the Americans will not leave Cuba. 

To a worker who asked why he believed this, he replied: “Oh! By the time we are able to prove it, 
they will already be standing on top of our heads. It’s like a thief who enters your house; I spot him 
and warn you, and then you ask me what proof I have that the fellow is there to steal; the proof is that 
they entered your home against your will! But you certainly won’t thank me if I wait until after the 
robbery has taken place before I warn you.” 

He says that in the United States he has witnessed the sad spectacle of a people applauding and 
looking up to Dewey just because he sank three or four wooden vessels from the Spanish navy—the 
very same Dewey who is trying to force onto the Filipinos the protection of his neo-colonialist 
nation. 268 

He also states that should the English beat the Boers, they will never succeed in staying there, 
precisely because the people do not want them... 


kK * 


Mr. Enrico Malatesta is to spend a week in Havana before moving on to England. 
The anarchist leader will give a talk at 7:30 this evening at the Centro Obrero, Monte 56. 


263 Adrian Del Valle, editor of the Cuban anarchist newspaper El Nuevo Ideal, whom Malatesta had met in 
1891, thus explained the reasons behind the latter’s trip to Cuba in a commemorative article (Palmiro 
de Lidia [pseud.], “Malatesta’s Visit to Havana in 1900,” La Revista Blanca, December 1, 1932): “At 
the request of the group that published the libertarian weekly El Nuevo Ideal, Malatesta stated his 
readiness to visit Havana to give some lectures there. We believed that it was a suitable time, since 
Cuba had been liberated from Spanish rule—although at the time it was still momentarily under the 
control of the United States—and the political ideal of independence no longer preoccupied the 
Cuban proletariat, therefore the times might prove better suited to the propaganda of the libertarian 
socialist ideal.” 

264 The full name of the street is “Calzada del Monte.” 

265 Malatesta was actually arrested, tried, and acquitted in the wake of the Benevento incidents in 1877. His 
first period in exile in London dated back to 1881. 


266 The reference is to 1897 and the publication of L’Agitazione. 

267 The original Spanish sentence, rather muddled, is as follows: “Pero 4 pesar de eso, creo que el obrero en 
Cuba, esta distraido completamente con la cuesti6n politica y como existe un pueblo heterogeneo, se 
empefian todos y es natural en llegar primero 4 lo que por tanto han sufrido.” 

268 George Dewey commanded the US fleet in the victorious Battle of Manila Bay, during the Spanish- 
American War of 1898. A triumphal arch was erected in New York to welcome him back in 
September 1899. 


Malatesta Lectures 


Translated from “Conferencias Malatesta,” Nuevo Ideal (Havana) 2, no. 56 (March 9, 1900) 


ENAIGO MALATESTA, 


CFLEBRE AOITADOR ANARQUISTA 


“Enrico Malatesta, famous anarchist agitator.” 


Source: Nuevo Mundo (Madrid), September 11, 1901 

With his talks, comrade Enrico Malatesta has succeeded in arousing widespread interest, of both his 
sympathizers and his opponents, in the ideals of anarchist socialism, which are much feared by some 
and little understood by many. 

Workers came in considerable numbers to listen to his eloquent speeches and cheered them with 
enthusiasm; all the press has dealt with our comrade and his ideas, some papers reporting impartially, 
while others such as El Cubano, Diario de la Marina and El Comercio have reported with notable 
hostility, the sort of hostility typical of a dog who—as a token of gratitude to his master for tossing 
him a bone—snarls to defend his master’s property; and the authorities, as always creatures of the 
bourgeois class, did all they could to prevent Malatesta from freely expressing his thoughts, forbidding 
him from speaking about anarchy on the grounds of a Spanish law that is no longer enforced in Spain 
itself, to the shame and disgrace of the revolution that freed Cuba from the Spanish yoke. 

It is impossible to listen to Malatesta and not identify with what he says. His simple and energetic 
words, despite the difficulty of fully mastering our language; the solid arguments, the accurate 
reasoning, and the rigorously precise inferences; the abundance of facts he cites in support of his 
arguments: all of this allows one to listen for hours pleasurably and effortlessly. Even his opponents are 
won over by his irrefutable logic. 

Below we publish an account of his 


FIRST LECTURE2«9 


The Cuban people are among the most prepared to carry on and accomplish the pursuit of freedom. 

The Cuban people’s economic situation is the same as that of any other people. The social problem 
is the same everywhere. 

The first notable characteristic of modern society is poverty, which is not general, because, while 
some have nothing, others possess everything. 

Nowhere is life secure for workers. In Italy, the peasant works for ten cents a day and a loaf of 
bread costs him eight cents. In Russia, the workers are literally starving to death, something that also 
happens in the most developed countries. 

The mortality statistics for Brussels, the capital of Belgium, one of the most liberal countries, show 
that in wealthier neighborhoods the mortality rate is tenper one thousand, while in the poorer 
neighborhoods the figure is ninety-two per one thousand. It thus turns out that eighty-two out of a 
thousand die on account of their miserable conditions. And this is a widespread fact in both Europe 
and America. 

In the Italian neighborhoods of New York, the death rate is horrific, due to the complete absence 
of sanitation. It was proposed to demolish the area, but there were doctors who opposed the proposal, 
due to the fact that they benefit from the spread of diseases. 270 

Ignorance is one consequence of poverty; the bourgeois and the rulers have a vested interest in the 
poor’s remaining brutes so that they can be exploited and dominated more easily. 

Prostitution, crime, vice in all its forms, and race hatred, these are all the fruits of poverty. 

If poverty was an unavoidable fact of nature, like lightning bolts, we would have no choice but to 
accept it and we could only study how to limit its consequences, just as we have sought to limit the 
consequences of lightning by using lightning rods; but poverty is not a fact of nature and there are 
ways to prevent it. 

If the stronger crew members of a ship set adrift, rudderless and lost in the middle of the ocean 
with limited supplies, were to kill the weaker ones in order to take all the rations instead of sharing 
them equally with all, we would say that they are wicked, but their actions, the product of their 
instinct to survive, might be understandable. 

But if we were to read that the crew and passengers of a great ocean liner—like the ones that 


make the crossing from continent to continent in eight days and carry enough provisions to last a 
hundred—in the absence of danger, stabbed each other to get their hands on the food, we would 
certainly say that they had gone mad. 

These facts reflect exactly what happens in present society. 

If nature did not produce enough and human labor did not suffice to meet everyone’s needs, then 
it would be understandable for people to fight over products, although it would be fair to share them 
equally, or at least to leave their enjoyment to whoever produced them; but if it can be shown that the 
world produces enough to amply satisfy everybody’s needs and still we stab each other, then we must 
agree that this is a society of lunatics. 

The statistics released by the United States Board of Trade show that in that country they produce 
enough to sustain sixty million people more than its current population, but that does not prevent 
thousands of people from starving to death every year. 

In Italy, many peasants live on corn flour, when they get to eat anything; and this is not caused by 
lack of land, given that there are thousands of uncultivated acres and enough manpower to farm them. 

Nevertheless, whenever the hungry ask for bread, the Italian government sends soldiers to give 
them lead. In Milan, five hundred workers were killed in a riot driven by hunger. And even as that was 
happening, trains in the stations and ships in the docks were loaded with grain that could not be 
unloaded because of the increased custom tariffs imposed by the government. 

The result is that the land lies fallow, the import of wheat is restricted, and meanwhile the people 
perish of hunger. Is that not madness? 

But there is more: the grain was coming from Russia, suggesting that over there at least the 
peasants had enough to eat; when, in actual fact, they were much worse off than those in Italy, given 
that they did not even have the corn flour to eat. 

In London, there are more than fifty thousand homeless people, not counting the vast number of 
people living in inadequate and unhealthy dwellings; and this is certainly not caused by any lack of 
bricklayers or shortage of land and building materials. There are many who go barefoot or wear 
broken shoes because they cannot afford new ones, while the shoemakers sit around with folded arms 
because of a lack of work. And we could continue giving examples. 

Poverty is a consequence of abundance rather than of scarcity. When there is abundance of 
products, paralysis, which is to say a crisis of over-production, sets in. 

The worker is stripped by force of the fruits of his labor, with the result that he produces 
exclusively for the personal benefit of the masters. 

The worker’s situation is comparable to that of the donkey. 

A peasant buys a donkey to carry his vegetables to the marketplace, after having calculated that 
what it costs to buy and maintain the animal will be fully repaid by the income it will bring him. 
Eventually, a streetcar is built, allowing him to carry his produce to market for five cents; now that the 
donkey is a needless burden he either sells it on or sends it to the slaughterhouse. 

The bourgeois treats the workers the same way the peasant treats the donkey; when he can profit 
from his labor, he hires him and when he cannot, he fires him. But there is a difference between the 
worker and the donkey: the donkey costs money and its death or uselessness is a significant loss to its 
master, while the worker costs nothing and his death or injury do not harm the master at all; the 
donkey is therefore treated better than the worker. 

When, in a mining disaster, hundreds of workers die because of the dreadful conditions in which 
they are forced to work, the shareholders and directors do not worry at all and simply blame the 
catastrophe on the carelessness of those killed, confident that they can immediately find people to take 
their places. However, if the donkeys die, the owners immediately react, because donkeys cost money, 
and they blame the disaster on the site foreman or engineers. 

If the American worker earns one and a half pesos, the Sicilian two pesetas and the Egyptian four 
cents, this is not because the bourgeois in one place are kinder than the bourgeois in another; the 
cause must be found in the greater or lesser resistance of the workers to the demands of capital. The 


only curb on exploitation is resistance. 

Governments always tend to push oppression to extremes and this too can only be counteracted 
by resistance. In London, it was once attempted to hold a rally in favor of Ireland, a rally that attracted 
little or no support from the masses. The authorities sought to ban it, but the people, who saw this as 
an infringement of its rights to freely assemble, flooded the park after breaking down the gates, 
overwhelmed the police, and held the rally. In the face of such a determined attitude from the people, 
the following day the chief of police tried to make excuses by claiming that his subordinates had 
misunderstood his orders. 

Every day the means of production are expanded and the number of unemployed grows. The basis 
of the current capitalist system consists of giving the worker as little as possible of the value of 
whatever he produces. When products are stockpiled in the warehouses and cannot find a market, 
work grinds to a halt. 

For American capitalists, the conquest of the Philippines constitutes, on the one hand, the capture 
of a new market, and, on the other, the chance to import Filipinos into America to work for lower pay 
than American workers, or even to take their capital to the Philippines in order to achieve the same 
goal. 

The fight for better pay is hampered by the competition between the workers themselves; 
however, be that as it may, wherever they fight, their situation is better. 

But while it is useful to fight to improve conditions and command respect, this does not solve the 
question. To do away with poverty, it is required to change the social institutions. 

Imagine for a moment that grain could be grown, bread made, houses built, etc. on the back of the 
forces of nature alone and without any need of human work. Were that miracle to take place, it might 
be believed that men have reached the ultimate happiness of being able to live without working; yet 
this would be the greatest illusion, because the products would belong to those who monopolize the 
land and all wealth, while the disinherited, unable to sell their labor for a living, would find 
themselves doomed to starve to death surrounded by general abundance. 

But if the workers were to realize that the products of nature and the social wealth are the 
common property of all and were to take possession of them, abundance for all would become a 
reality. 

And if the soil, the mines, the instruments of labor and the means of transport were common 
property and everybody was required to produce to live, we would no longer see the absurdity of 
thousands of human beings starving to death while the warehouses are filled with food and the land 
can produce more than enough for all. 

A book published by Dr. Witts shows that the soil of France can produce enough to abundantly 
feed sixty million people, working just fifty-six days a year, at six hours a day. And France currently 
has only forty million inhabitants, many of whom are literally dying of hunger or slowly perishing 
from insufficient or inadequate nutrition. 

If social wealth were common property, the needs of all could easily be met with little toil; and as 
a logical result, there would be no vice, crime, or hatred and there would be peace and well-being for 
all. 

If someone, by means of some special invention, managed to bottle air and tried to sell it at five 
cents a bottle, we would not hesitate to oppose him, because air is an essential element of life. 
Nevertheless, we have allowed a minority to monopolize the land, which is as essential for life as air. 

One example of the unfair expropriation of the land can be found in the Spanish occupation of 
Cuba, against the will of its original inhabitants; and the method we should use to seize the land from 
the hands of those who now control it are the same as those that were used to end Spanish rule over 
Cuba. 

Despite this, the Cubans have managed to reap very little from the expulsion of the Spanish 
government, because the Spanish capitalists who exploit them remain here; and even if they managed 
to throw them out, too, the Cuban people will have achieved nothing so long as they remain subject to 


other capitalists—Cubans, Americans or of any other nationality. 

Evidence of how little has really been achieved thus far can be seen with the Cuban soldiers, who 
shed their blood to set this land free and now, after so much struggle, find themselves obliged to sweep 
the streets in order not to starve. 

The fact is that Cuba, no matter how free she claims to be, belongs not to the Cubans but to the 
privileged people who possess all her wealth. 

There is something, though, that the Cubans have achieved, and that is the awareness that, having 
managed to drive Spanish rule out of Cuba by force, they will obtain by force whatever they aim for. 

Political and economic oppression must be equally destroyed, and that requires determination and 
unity among the workers. It is understandable that there should be division and struggle between the 
oppressors and the oppressed, but not within the latter’s ranks. Unfortunately, often the oppressed 
fight each other, misled by the oppressors who ignite feelings of division and enmity within their 
hearts, based on differences in nationality, race, and even profession. 

The people have always been deceived by its tendency to install leaders. Such behavior needs to 
be abandoned. Let us get used to professing and championing ideas because of their intrinsic value 
rather than the value of the men who propagate them and can betray and sell them out. 271 


He concluded by inviting anyone who disagreed with the ideas set out to argue against them, a 
challenge no one accepted. 

The large audience, which completely filled the spacious rooms of the Centro General de Obreros, 
applauded the speaker’s arguments enthusiastically. 

As to our notes, we have tried to produce as faithful as possible a record of the things said by 
comrade Malatesta, although, because of space, we have in many instances confined ourselves to 
summarizing his thinking. 

In the next issue, we shall look at his second lecture. 


269 The lecture was given on March 1. As Adrian Del Valle recalled: “Just moments before the lecture was 
to start the police sent a suspension order issued by the civil governor, which was greeted with 
resounding demonstrations of disapproval. A committee from the Circle immediately went to the 
governor, succeeding in making him rescind the order and thereby allowing Malatesta to speak, on 
condition that he not touch upon the topic of anarchism, ‘banned by the current legislation’ (dating 
back to colonial times).” A rather detailed account of the lecture can also be found in the March 2 
issue of El Diario de la Marina (Havana), evening edition. However, it adds no new details to the 
report in El Nuevo Ideal. 

270 On this example, see also “Consequences of Commercialism,” p. 202. 

271 According to the testimony of Adrian Del Valle, “at the end, turning his gaze to the government’s 
delegate [Malatesta] said with subtle irony: ‘The gentlemen will be delighted to see that I have 
respected the law—given I had no other alternative—and I spoke about everything except Anarchy. 
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Malatesta’s Second Lecture: Civilization and Freedom 


Translated from “Segunda conferencia Malatesta: Civilizacion y libertad,” parts 1 and 2, Nuevo Ideal 
(Havana) 2, nos. 58 and 59 (March 29 and April 6, 1900) 


In human societies, civilization and progress are characterized by the growth of freedom. 

The word civilization is used today by many people as an excuse for attempts to legitimize fraud, 
theft, and oppression. 

The Catholic priest preaching his absurd doctrine claims to be an agent of civilization and the 
same claim is made by the capitalist who exploits the invention of a machine in order to produce more 
at less cost; in civilization’s name, the Italian government has tried to steal the land of the Abyssinians, 
the English seeks to grab the Transvaal and the Americans the Philippines; using the pretext of 
civilization, white people go to Africa to enslave and prey upon poor black people; and it is, for sure, 
always in the name of civilization that one Havana newspaper dares invoke the necessity of war on 
account of over-population, which is like seeking to abolish poverty by killing workers. 

No, civilization does not equal the enslavement of people, and it is not so much based on mere 
industrial progress as on the intellectual and material development of everyone. 

Civilization has known its ups and downs, stunning progress, abrupt halts and set-backs; however, 
its overall tendency has always been toward the good and no doubt its promoting factors will bring the 
people to the realization of the ideal of peace and love. 

The isolated man is the weakest animal in the universe; the vast strength he possesses is entirely 
derived from association and cooperation, to which he owes the development of his intelligence, as is 
apparent from the fact that intelligence can only manifest itself through language, which is a 
consequence of association. 

There are two kinds of association: the authoritarian and the free; the former implies the 
domination of one over others; the latter is founded upon mutual cooperation. 

In general, when association is founded upon authoritarianism, men have made their best efforts 
either trying to dominate or trying to rebel, without understanding that it would be better and more 
convenient for everyone to cooperate voluntarily on the goals of life. 

Basing association upon domination has been a consistent source of suffering, the origins of it 
dating back to the primitive tribes that used to fight and enslave each other in their struggle for 
survival. And despite the gradual development of society, the same causes of struggle remain, except 
that we have moved on from the crude weapons of the wild to the Mauser and the machine-gun, and 
from the simple forms of primitive slavery we have evolved to the most complex forms of trade and 
industry, so complex that the worker often does not know by whom he is being exploited. 272 

(Our comrade sets out many wonderful examples in support of his claims, which we refrain from 
rehearsing so as not to render this report too long). 

Civilization and progress arise wherever authority is countered by rebellion, while the people 
among whom this does not happen remain stalled in their development. 

Hence, authority causes stagnation and revolution causes progress. 

Religious controversies were nothing more than battles for freedom of thought, oppressed by 
dogma. Protestantism was a terrific blow to Catholicism, an authoritarian religion at its heart. 

For fourteen centuries science was stalled, governed by principles laid down by Aristotle, whose 
authority was considered incontrovertible; only when sufficiently intelligent and vigorous men 
countered Aristotle’s obsolete principles with new principles, did science emerge from its stagnation 
and rapidly advance. 

Every day, attempts are made to halt progress in the name of established principles and vested 


interests, and if they fail to achieve their purpose, this is due entirely to the innovative, critical, and 
revolutionary mind that seeks its own expansion outside the narrow limits of established legality. 

All progress is the child of the spirit of freedom and every regression or stagnation that of 
authority. Every new progress is therefore a violation of the law, which is to say, of the boundary 
imposed by authority. 

We have an example of this in Cuba, which, in order to shake off the ancient domination, had to 
violate Spanish law and rebel against the authority forced on it. Marti and Maceo, today rightly 
venerated by the Cuban people, were criminals and traitors in the eyes of Spanish law. 273 

The French Revolution was likewise a break from feudal law and a manifestation of the spirit of 
freedom. And it is worth noting that while that spirit manifested itself spontaneously, without the 
hindrance of new laws or authority, the people won respect; but as soon as a new government was 
established, new laws were created to dominate the people again, to such an outrageous extent that 
the first law passed by the republican Convention imposed the death penalty on any worker entering 
into a work-related association. Thus, freedom died the very same day that the government could 
impose itself, free of fear of the people’s protests. 274 

There is a false idea shared by many, according to which revolutions are made by governments, 
when in actual fact these are established once the revolution has run its course and they seek to limit 
its work, as we have seen in the French Revolution. 

Probably this will be repeated in Cuba and the people who today make up the government under 
the protection of American intervention may well say tomorrow, if Cuba manages to achieve its 
independence, that it has done so thanks to them; when, in reality, it will be the result of the stance 
the people adopt in response to the demands of the interventionist authorities. 

The people must not choose members of parliament to create laws, which result in restrictive and 
oppressive measures and, when they claim benefits to the workers, prove sterile and often counter- 
productive. Furthermore, the men whom the people, presuming their good intentions, raise into power, 
would quickly succumb to the influence of their surroundings and end up either ruined or feeling 
powerless and unable to help. 

Such laws in favor of workers are completely useless. Sometimes, when a law is passed that 
prescribes something beneficial, the workers have already secured, by their strength, what the law 
dictates; vice versa, when the law establishes measures that the workers have not been able to win 
through their efforts, it goes unheeded. 

In Colorado, in the United States, the workers have fought hard for the eight-hour work day. Then 
the State intervened, passing a law that prescribed what the workers had already won without its help 
or intervention.27s 

In Pennsylvania the miners mutinied, refusing to purchase things, as they were forced to do, from 
the company store, where they were wickedly exploited; with their firm attitude, they managed to get 
the stores shut down. The paternalistic law-makers then passed a law banning the stores, but it oddly 
happened that the companies soon reopened them. The workers, relying on the law and not on their 
own strength, appointed lawyers to defend them and enforce the law; the result is that they wasted 
money and time, the stores remain open, and the miners are forced to submit to their exploitation, 
under the threat of losing their jobs otherwise. 276 

A few years ago the London dockers, who number many thousands, declared a strike demanding 
better pay and a reduction in working hours, determined not to go back to work until they had won. 
But they did not stop there: they declared that they did not intend to let themselves starve to death 
and would resort to any methods. Faced with this threat, which they appeared determined to carry 
through, the bourgeois and the aristocrats were overcome by fear and hastened to take out 
subscriptions to help them and to make pressure in favor of their demands. Thanks to their attitude 
those workers always had food to eat and won their strike. 277 

Later, those same dockers demanded the eight-hour day; but since they did not do so with the 
same earlier energy, they did not get what they wanted, being deceived by ambitious people who 


detained them by recommending to nominate members of parliament to obtain legislation in support 
of the eight-hour day. 

Law is not just useless but even harmful, because it exerts an enervating influence. Placing their 
hopes in it, the workers neglect the direct and vigorous defense of their interests. In fact, the law, a 
truly authoritarian weapon, is made to prevent or halt rebellion, being contrary in every respect to the 
spirit of freedom. 

Progress can only occur by constantly combating the principle of authority. 

Our ideal will take root when the people have sufficient consciousness to realize it; therefore it is 
a foremost task to prepare and shape that consciousness. 

Whatever a people hope for, it can only be achieved through struggle. 

Here in Cuba there will be no shortage of people who will seek to climb to power while claiming 
that they seek it to work for independence and the good of the people. Such men will deceive the 
people, because they will only achieve what the people can bring about by themselves; not to mention 
that their real motive for aspiring to power is primarily their personal interests. 

The work of civilization and freedom is not the work of governments but the work of the peoples, 
driven by conscious minorities. 

Governments, champions of the interests of the privileged classes, are instead the main obstacles 
that systematically oppose the development of civilization and freedom..27s 


272 Mauser was the name of a German arms factory, famous for its rifles and semi-automatic pistols. 

273 José Marti (1853-1895), poet and writer, created the Cuban Revolutionary Party in 1892; Antonio 
Maceo (1845-1896) was one of the leaders of the revolutionary army. They both died in the field 
fighting against the Spanish army. 

274 The first part of the article ends here. 

275 See “Eight Hours of Work,” p. 66. 

276 La Questione Sociale had reported on this matter in its “Fatti e opinioni” (Facts and opinions) column on 
January 20, 1900. 

277 The great London dockers’ strike took place between August and September 1889; see “About a Strike” 
in Volume II of these Complete Works. 

278 Adrian Del Valle recalled the three days after the March 3 lecture as follows: 


The following day, Sunday the 4th, a lunch was held at the La Madama restaurant with Malatesta and a 
good number of comrades in attendance. That night he held a lecture in the nearby municipality of Regla, 
before an extraordinary number of people. 

The third lecture in Havana, which dealt with the theme “Crime: original causes and consequences,” 
scheduled for Monday the 5th, was suspended by the government with the excuse of “failure to respect 
the provisions of the law.” 

The workers’ interest and enthusiasm to hear the persuasive words of the libertarian propagandist 
had worried and alarmed the authorities and the politicians, who therefore aimed to prevent him from 
speaking by any means, no matter whether legal or arbitrary. 

Despite this, Malatesta returned to speak in public, brilliantly circumventing the government’s 
provisions. 

On Tuesday the 6th a doctor of some note, Dr. Delfin, gave a lecture on hygiene at the Circulo de 
Trabajadores. There was a very large turnout, not so much because of the speaker’s merits as because it 
was known that Malatesta would be attending in the audience. When Dr. Delfin finished speaking, 
Malatesta asked to speak in order to refute some arguments. Needless to say Malatesta took advantage of 
the occasion to deliver another brilliant lecture, a possibility that the authorities had not considered. 

The necessary requests were made to grant Malatesta permission to deliver the already advertised 
lecture, but without a positive result. 


As to the March 4 lecture in Regla, correspondence carried in El Nuevo Ideal of March 22 
reported that Malatesta “spoke for almost two hours in front of a large audience consisting of all 
social classes,” after which, as usual, he invited the pubic to challenge him. “There were lawyers and 
doctors who said, ‘the arguments he set out are so logical that it is better not to touch them.’ But 
since a Don Quixote is never lacking, one gentleman did rise to his feet ... and said that he could not 
live without government, after which Malatesta showed him that he and everyone else would be 
living better.” 

As to the improvised talk on March 6, the March 8 evening edition of Diario de la Marina reports 
that it was interrupted by a police raid. 


To the Cuban People 
Translated from “Al pueblo cubano,” La Discusién (Havana), March 10, 1900279 


As I prepare to leave this country, to which I was drawn by a powerful feeling of sympathy, 
permit me to send a greeting to the brave Cuban workers, white and black, born here or 
elsewhere, who have offered me such a warm welcome. 

I have long admired the selflessness and heroism with which they fought for their 
country’s freedom; now I have learned to appreciate them for their bright intelligence, their 
progressive spirit, and their truly exceptional culture for a people oppressed for so long. And 
I depart with the firm belief that they will soon take their place among the most advanced 
elements that fight in every country of the world for the full emancipation of humanity. 

I came to Cuba to expound to the workers the ideas of a party persecuted by every 
Government, insulted and slandered by all who would climb onto the people’s shoulders. 
And I knew that Cubans, themselves victims of oppression and slander, could not help but 
listen with sympathy to an exposition of the ideas for which countless martyrs have suffered 
and died; ideas for which famous scholars and artists of genius fight alongside the worthiest 
workers; ideas which all tyrants fight against with prisons, torture, and the guillotine; that all 
mercenary writers adulterate and misrepresent, but none dare confronting on the civilized 
terrain of debate. In any case, they would have judged these ideas for what they are worth, 
since they are certainly smart enough and educated enough to do so. 

But the masters of Cuba wanted none of that. 

The mercenary Press, while arguing that anarchist ideas are absurd and will never make 
headway with the Cubans, have twisted what little I managed to say and openly did dirty 
police work by demanding that I be prevented from speaking, thus confessing to the fear of 
truth felt by those politickers who, with the name of the homeland on their lips, strive for 
nothing else than their personal gain.2s0 

And the present rulers, as if they wanted to prove that the anarchists are right when they 
say that all Governments are liberticidal by nature, and forgetting that they are in Power as a 
result of a successful revolution against Spanish rule, banned me from speaking by invoking 
a law created by the same Spanish government that, from Cuba to the Philippines, from 
Barcelona to Xeres, earned an infamous reputation for tyranny.2s1 

This may be for the better. This way the government has made better propaganda than I 
could have done myself with my meager capabilities. Today, every Cuban worker who does 
not like being treated like a child or a slave, will feel the need to find out what this anarchy 
is, which strikes such fear into every kind of oppressors. And that is all I desire, because I am 
sure that, once the truth is known, all men with hearts, all who truly want justice and 
freedom for all, will rally under the redemptive flag of anarchy. 

I just recommend workers to search for what the anarchists think in the writings of the 
anarchists themselves; and not in the enemy Press that, sometimes out of ignorance, 
sometimes with blatant bad faith, disfigures everything we say. 

I myself shall, in another place, set out succinctly what I came here to tell the workers of 
Cuba.2s2 Here I shall limit myself to express my comrades’ thoughts on the issue of 
independence, which is being used today as an excuse to silence our propaganda. 

It has been said that the anarchists are the enemies of Cuban independence; it has even 
been said that my presence in Cuba hurts the cause. 

The truth is that anarchists, being the enemies of all Governments and claiming the right 


to live and grow in total freedom for all ethnic and social groups, as well as for every 
individual, must necessarily oppose any actual Government and side with any people that 
fights for their freedom. If there was any self-styled anarchist who served the Spanish 
Government, he was simply a traitor; and it would be just as stupid or malicious to conclude 
that the anarchists support the Spanish tyranny as it would be to claim that the Cubans are 
the enemies of Cuba’s freedom just because some Cuban sold out to Spain. 

The fact is that the anarchists, fighting against the existing government, do not do so to 
put another in its place; and it should be easy to see that if such spirit of hostility and 
resistance against all Governments, personified by the anarchists, had prevailed in the war of 
independence, today it would not be possible to impose upon the Cuban people those same 
Spanish laws that Marti, Maceo, Creci, and thousands of Cubans died to abolish. 283 

As for the American intervention, it is almost certain that those who use independence as 
an excuse to keep the workers docile and submissive and do not care about their rights, are 
the same people with a personal interest in the intervention continuing in order to keep 
foreign troops as protection against the demands of the Cuban proletariat; just as it is certain 
that the Americans would leave if the Cuban people were to demonstrate a firm 
determination to drive them out, but they would never do so at the request of the capitalists 
who seek their protection or of the politicians who ask them for appointments. 

We anarchists want Cuba’s freedom, just as we want that of all peoples: we want true 
freedom, though. And for this we have fought and will continue to fight. 

The Cubans can count on us. 


Errico Malatesta. 


279 We have consulted the article’s reprint included in Adrian Del Valle’s retrospective article (see note 
184), along with its Italian translation in Studi Sociali (Montevideo) of November 1, 1933. 

280 Some newspapers, including El Cubano and The Havana Herald, went as far as to ask that Malatesta be 
expelled. A correspondence from Cuba carried in La Questione Sociale of March 17, 1900 (see the 
excerpt p. 260) reads: “We know from private sources that in the upper echelons there was a great 
desire to arrest Malatesta, but the American authorities wanted the responsibility to be assumed by 
the Cuban authorities, and the Cubans did not dare do so out of fear of public opinion.” 

281 Regarding Barcelona see note 96; in Xeres (or Jerez) in Andalusia, a peasant revolt on January 8, 1892 
was followed by indiscriminate repression, after which four anarchists were sentenced to death. 
Malatesta, who was in Spain at the time, was suspected of having played a role in the revolt. 

282 See “To the Cuban Workers,” next article. 

283 On Marti and Maceo, see note 194. Enrique Creci, one of the leading figures of Cuban anarchism, also 
died fighting against the Spanish army. A little over three months before Malatesta’s trip to Cuba, the 
procession transferring his remains to Havana had triggered clashes with the police. 


To the Cuban Workers 


Translated from “A los trabajadores cubanos,” Nuevo Ideal (Havana) 2, no. 57 (March 22, 1900) 


Dear comrades at NUEVO IDEAL. 

To you, who valiantly fight for ideals that we share; to you, who have been by my 
comrades in struggle for many years, I ask for hospitality to tell the Cuban workers, in few 
but explicit words, what the governmental arrogance has prevented me from saying and 
discussing in public meetings. And I am all the more happy to do so, because it gives me the 
opportunity to publicly express my solidarity with you, who are today the target of an unfair 
war waged by many of the very people for whose redemption you fight. 284 

The Cuban workers have struggled heroically for their country’s independence; for it they 
have sacrificed their children’s bread; for it they have shed rivers of blood. 

It would be sad, very sad, if so much heroism and sacrifice only resulted in a change of 
masters, as has happened in other countries, including Italy, where the people, having shed 
its blood for national independence and momentarily enjoyed the thrill of victory, soon 
realized that domestic tyrants were as wicked as foreign ones. And this is precisely the 
danger that threatens Cuba, if the Cuban worker does not hasten to stop it. 

The Spanish ruler has been beaten, definitively beaten; and those who try to raise the 
spectre of “reconquest” are simply waving an imaginary danger in front of the people in 
order to distract them from the real danger that threatens them. 

Still, there remains the American ruler; there remain the Cuban aspiring rulers, who rely 
today on the occupier to keep the people down, and tomorrow will oppress them by means 
of their own children, as is the case in all “independent” countries of the world; and, above 
all, there remain the owners of the land and all Cuba’s wealth, whose defense from the 
dispossessed workers is the fundamental task of every government. 

Can the Cuban people call themselves free just because the police and soldiers who will 
trample over their freedom and jail and shoot them when they rebel against tyranny will do 
so not by order and in the name of the king of Spain, but by order and in the name of the 
president of the United States or the president of the Cuban Republic? Is it not ironic to claim 
that “Cuba belongs to the Cubans,” when in fact Cuba belongs to the landowners, whether 
they were born here or elsewhere, and the Cuban peasant will fertilize the soil so that the 
idle and arrogant bourgeois may enjoy and thrive? 

Cuba is not an exception in the history of the world. Everywhere, as in Cuba, the 
government, be it native-born or coming from abroad, has been and will always be a means 
of seizing the product of other people’s labor and of defending the thieves; everywhere, as in 
Cuba, private ownership of the land and of the instruments of production is and has always 
been the cause of the economic misery, the political subjection and the moral deterioration 
of the workers. 

To be truly free, it is necessary to abolish not only this or that government but the very 
institution of government, which gives some the right and means to force their will on 
others; and if freedom is not to be an empty word, it is necessary to abolish the right to 
appropriate the work of others, and ensure that the land and all the instruments of 
production be freely available to all, so that everyone is guaranteed the means to live and 
out of the free association of equals a society organized for everyone’s well-being can arise. 

Everywhere the people, rebelling against the yoke and failing to understand the true 
cause of their suffering, have troubled to change masters, and they have always found out 


that the change was useless, unless, waking up to their own strength, they were able to 
impose respect and fear upon the new masters; it should not be forgotten, though, that the 
improvement is not due to the kindness of the new masters, but to the strength of popular 
resistance, and that such improvements only last as long as that resistance stays alive and 
active. 

Cubans today aspire to free themselves of the intervention of the American government— 
which, wearing the false disguise of liberator, arrived to play the master and tyrant as if over 
a conquered country—and their aspiration is just and holy; to realize it, though, they must 
count neither on the wealthy class, which needs American protection to safely exploit the 
strong Cuban worker who already knows how to fight oppressors, nor on the merchants of 
patriotism who beg the occupier for their share of the plunder. 

The Civil Governor of Havana, to justify the violence he used to prevent me from 
expressing my thoughts, confessed to me that it was the American sword to rule here; and 
he, a Cuban patriot, to maintain his position is not ashamed of turning into a tool of the 
foreign soldier’s arrogance... unless he invokes or makes it up to cover up his own 
arrogance. 28s 

The American occupier will leave only when the Cuban workers force it out with their 
moral or material resistance, which would be a great achievement for them; but let the 
workers not imagine that, once the Americans have been expelled, they will be free and 
emancipated if some new government is installed and tyrannizes in Cuba and if the 
proletarians continue to work for the masters’ benefit, whenever it is good for the masters to 
make them work. The struggle will have only just begun and it will be necessary to continue 
it, unrelenting and without mercy, against every government and every exploiter. 

Meanwhile, let the workers organize: in the economic sphere to resist the capitalists, and 
in the political sphere, not to send their own representatives into the government but to 
resist its arrogance, hamper it, create the vacuum around it, and prevent it from hiding its 
true nature as the enemy of the people. 

As long as there are governments and owners, this is the best way of ensuring that they 
do as little harm as possible; and it is also the way to prepare minds and marshal strength for 
the revolution, which, through the expropriation of the propertied class, the socialization of 
wealth, and the libertarian organization of the people, without any authoritarian imposition, 
will give rise to a society founded upon solidarity and love. 

And Cuban workers must take care not to fall into the traps laid for them by those who 
try to fan national and racial hatred, especially between Cubans and Spaniards. 

The Spanish worker, forced by poverty or persecution into leaving his homeland, has as 
much reason to hate the Spanish government as the most persecuted Cubans; and has as 
much interest today in stopping bourgeois exploitation as any native-born Cuban worker. 

Those with an interest in preserving the division between workers are the bourgeois, that 
is, now as ever, those who provoke hatred between Cubans and Spaniards, between whites 
and blacks, because they know that when the workers fight against each other, they do not 
think about fighting the master and do not have the strength to do so. 

For the worker conscious of his own interests and aspiring to something more than living 
in this society of wolves that survives to everyone’s detriment, every other worker is a 
brother, while the enemy, the foreigner, is the master, the oppressor, regardless of their place 
of birth. 

These, my friends at NUEVO IDEAL, are the ideas I intended to present to my brothers, the 
Cuban workers, and they are the very same ideas that you have been championing, against 
the wind and the tide. 

Carry on. These people may be deceived for a short time by those who seek to exploit 
them for personal purposes; but they are too clever for that deception to last indefinitely. 


Judging by my short experience, these are some of the people best equipped to understand 
our ideals and best prepared to fight for their success. 

Carry on. You are planting seeds in fertile ground. 

Your comrade. 


ENRICO MALATESTA.286 


284 The reference is to anti-Spanish prejudice that also divided the Cuban labor movement. 

285 Concerning Malatesta’s meeting with the civil governor, Adrian Del Valle reports: “At Malatesta’s own 
request, he and I went to visit the civil governor, General Emilio Ntifiez, in order to get a permission. 
Although he received us amiably he refused to grant that permission, arguing that there was a law, 
dating back to Spanish times, prohibiting anarchist propaganda; so Malatesta, very subtly, pointed 
out to General Ntifiez that when he was fighting the Government of Spain he must not have found it 
too unpleasant to disobey the Spanish laws that now he was trying so hard to enforce.” On this 
encounter see also “At the Workers’ Circle. A Lecture by Malatesta,” p. 253. 

286 Adrian Del Valle says this of his farewell with Malatesta: 


Saturday March 10 Malatesta set sail for New York. When we said our farewells on the pier, he said to me 
with a smile: 

First Barcelona, then London, now Havana. Where will we meet next time? 

I don’t know—I replied—but I hope we will meet again somewhere. 


To the Comrades 


Translated from “Ai compagni,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 28 
(March 17, 1900) 


The growing deficit that burdens our administration forces us to reduce spending. 

For this reason, starting with the next issue the paper will be interlined and we will 
mostly stop using the brevier, that is, the small type in which the Social Movement column is 
now printed. 

This will save us 5 dollars in composition expenses; which means that, while improving 
the paper’s economic conditions, this measure is far from ensuring normal life. 

We think there is no need to stress the severity of the situation. 

We know that now our newspapers published in Italy absorb part of what the comrades 
can give to propaganda; and we are greatly delighted that Italian anarchists abroad have not 
forgotten the most important part of our work which is propaganda in Italy. 

But if one believes that an anarchist newspaper is useful over here—and to us this seems 
obvious—then we must provide it with the means to survive. 

Let the comrades think this over and make an effort. 


The Paris Commune 


Translated from “Il Comune di Parigi,” parts 1 and 2, La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, 
new series, nos. 28 and 29 (March 17 and 24, 1900)2s7 


March 18, 1871 
A celebrated historian, Lecky,2ss said that legend is often more truthful than history; and in 
so saying expresses, in a somewhat paradoxical form, a true and profound insight. 

Legend is truer and more interesting than history; since, while history tries laboriously to 
establish hard facts about circumstances, events, and individuals, and only with difficulty 
manages to ascertain the truth, amid the complexity of always inadequate elements and 
contradictory witnesses; legend instead, being formed unconsciously and expressing, not the 
fact, but how people saw the fact, reveals the state of mind of a people, the innermost 
meaning of a historical moment. 

This was the case for the revolutionary movement known as the Paris Commune, which 
erupted on March 18, 1871, and was suffocated in blood the following May. Even before 
there was a single positive fact established about it, every person interpreted it according to 
his own desires; and the legend that circulated throughout Europe and the world had a much 
greater influence than the precise knowledge of the facts could have had. The result is this: 
that the Paris Commune is claimed by all socialists of the world, while in reality it was not a 
socialist movement; that it is claimed by all anarchists, while it was not an anarchist 
movement. 

In 1871 the minds were perfectly prepared to give the Parisian movement the significance 
it has been given; and most likely, if the repression had failed to snuff it out at birth, it really 
would have become what it was believed to be from the very beginning. 

The reactionary force born out of the defeat of the 1848 European revolution was 
exhausted, and everybody sensed that the time was ripe for a new revolution. 

The impotence of “liberal” principles left as a legacy to the posterity of the French 
Revolution at the end of the last century, had become clear; and new currents of ideas, new 
aspirations were exciting the masses. The “social question” had become the big question. The 
birth and rapid ascendancy of the International, a consequence that became a cause in turn 
of this situation, had given birth to hopes in some and fears in others of upcoming political 
and economic radical changes. 

At this juncture, the Franco-Prussian war breaks out. Everything hangs in the balance; 
everyone anxiously watches the battlefield and makes predictions about what will happen 
after the war: the suspense merely increases the tension in people’s minds. 

As the French army is defeated and the Emperor taken prisoner, conservative and 
reactionary elements accept the republic as the only feasible solution for the moment, but 
with the firm intention either to re-establish the monarchy as soon as possible, or ensure that 
the republic does not really differ from the monarchy. The people, stunned by the thunder of 
war and discouraged by the defeats and betrayals, which continue with the republic just as 
with the empire, looks on wavering between hope, fear, and suspicion. 

The people of Paris want to fight the besieging enemy, but are tricked, betrayed, and 
vanquished in partial sorties that seem, or are, organized deliberately to fail; they are 
subjected to a shameful surrender. 

Provincial voters appoint an assembly made up of all the most reactionary elements that 
feudal and militaristic France contains; and this assembly, stigmatized with the name rural, 


hurries to accept all the conditions of peace imposed by Bismarck, and prepares to subject 
France to the rule of the saber and the aspersorium. 

Enough is enough. 

Revolutionary elements begin to come together; the workers of Paris, Lyon, Marseilles, 
are champing at the bit, due partly to profound economic uneasiness, partly to patriotic 
feeling offended by the treachery and incompetence of the military and civilian leadership, 
and partly to hatred of the monarchy whose restoration is a threat. 

The government understands that to protect its reactionary work Paris needs to be 
disarmed. On the night of March 17-18, secretly, it sent troops to seize the cannons that the 
national guard has held since the days of the siege; but the attempt is discovered, the alarm 
is sounded; the soldiers of the national guard, startled awake, rush to defend their cannons; 
the women accompanying them fling themselves into the midst of the troops, beg them, 
insult them, embrace them; the troops turn their rifles upside down and fraternize with the 
people. Two generals, Thomas and Lecomte, renowned butchers, are shot, as if in a pact of 
blood between the rebel troops and the insurgent people. 

The next morning, March 18, all of Paris is shaken by the news; the authorities flee... the 
insurrection is triumphant. 

As news of the Paris events scatters through Europe, instinctively all revolutionaries, 
socialists, anarchists, and republicans who looked upon the republic as a radical 
transformation of the social order, all friends of progress whose generous instincts were not 
paralyzed by belief in religious and political dogma, all, from Bakunin, to Marx, to Garibaldi, 
from the methodical German workers to the enthusiastic Italian revolutionary youth, were on 
the side of the Parisians, on the side of the Commune. And all reactionaries, all rulers, 
butchers, and people’s tormentors were on the side of the government that, having escaped 
from Paris and selected the city of Versailles as its headquarters, was called the Versailles 
government. It was painful to find among the latter Giuseppe Mazzini, whose hieratic instinct 
clouded his intellect and his heart. 

Revolutionaries and reactionaries believed it was a certain thing that the social revolution 
had broken out in Paris, and with this persuasion they judged the movement according to 
their tendencies. 

The legend was created in one fell swoop, and this was a fortunate circumstance, as it had 
an immense effect on propaganda. In every country the socialist movement (socialist in the 
broad sense of the term) benefited from it, and in some countries, such as Italy, it almost 
gave birth to the movement. So big and beneficial was that influence that the legend 
persisted and persists to this day, alongside the now familiar history. 

But while it is good to profit from the legend, which essentially means profiting from 
popular tendencies that materialize by idealizing an historical reality, it is also necessary to 
know the actual facts as they occurred, in order to benefit from the lessons of experience. 

More of that in our next issue. 


March 18—May 28, 1871 

Even the simplest historical facts, always being the result of a thousand different factors, 
variously modified by a thousand circumstances, never exactly correspond to the ideal of one 
party or school of thought, and cannot fit into any ideological classification. This is especially 
true when it involves those great social events that all needs, all interests, all feelings, all 
ideas existing among the people of a country, consciously or unconsciously, contribute to 
determine—such events are not planned and prepared by a party nor provoked by their 
initiative, but are spontaneously born by circumstances and thrust themselves upon parties 
and men of ideas, who must then accept them as they present themselves! 


The March 18 insurrection and the resulting “Commune” was one of these events. 

On the eve of March 18 all advanced men and the general population of the great cities 
felt the need for a revolution and intensely desired one. 

But what sort of revolution was this? What aims were pursued? 

In the latter years of the Empire the social question was widely debated in France and 
there was a spreading awareness of the need for a transformation that went beyond the 
political constitution. All socialistic ideas and systems that had excited minds during the 
decade prior to 1848 and which had been snuffed out by the reaction, had been brought 
back into discussion. The International proclaimed the principle that the emancipation of the 
workers had to be the workers’ own doing, and it was organizing the laboring masses outside 
of and in opposition to all bourgeois parties. 

But the war had brought an end to that entire movement. The International in France did 
indeed protest the war and affirmed the solidarity between French workers and German 
workers, just as the German Internationalists did in turn; but patriotic prejudice prevailed, 
and they were not able to stop the war. The defeats of the French army, the surrender at 
Sedan, due to Napoleon’s incompetence and cowardice, the surrender at Metz due to 
Bazaine’s treason,2s9 the surrender at Paris where treason was again suspected, the shameful 
peace after arrogant boasting, increasingly offended and irritated nationalist sentiment. The 
intentions to restore the monarchy, clearly demonstrated by the government and the 
assembly, ensured that nearly every revolutionary element believed that the one and only big 
issue of the moment was to save the republic from the danger of restoration. 

Among the people of Paris the prevalent desire was to establish a truly republican 
government... and to redo the war on Germany to take their revenge. When suddenly, 
unexpectedly, following the government’s flight after the failed attempt to seize the cannons 
that the national guard had successfully rescued from the Prussians, Paris found herself 
master of herself and with the need to see to her own destiny, and defend herself against the 
attempts at repression that the government hidden in Versailles was about to make. 

The situation was faced as the circumstances allowed; but there was no understanding of 
the need to revolutionize society and spread the revolution beyond Paris, among the 
peasants, if only as the sole means of being able to win the material struggle. 

There were certainly some who intended to develop the movement into social revolution, 
and the people, as in every insurrectionary movement, were animated by a more or less 
vague aspiration for justice and well-being. But the prevailing idea was to resist the 
government’s high-handedness, save the republic, and avenge French honor. 

A free Commune was proclaimed... essentially because there was no way of imposing the 
will of Paris over all of France; however, a Parisian government was immediately appointed, 
which was a government like all the rest... although during the days when Paris had 
remained without a government—from March 18 until elections were held on April 3—it had 
shown that things of public interest, better than through orders from a government, could be 
accomplished through the efforts of everyone concerned, through Associations and 
Committees that had no powers beyond those given to them by popular approval. 

An attempt was made to make peace with the government provided that the existence of 
the republic was guaranteed; and the attempts failed only because of the criminal 
stubbornness of the government, of the hatred and desire for revenge against Parisians of the 
Bonapartist generals’ (temporarily posing as republicans), and of the thirst for blood and 
power of the morally monstrous Adolphe Thiers, who controlled the executive power. 

In the organization of the armed forces, defensively and offensively, the old military 
traditions were followed. 

True, there was none of the scandalous salaries of other governments, but the principle of 
privilege and a hierarchy of salaries were respected, as these ranged from 6 thousand lire a 


year paid to rulers to thirty soldi a day paid to soldiers. 

The arrangements to defend against the Commune’s internal enemies were the usual 
police procedures of house searches, arrests, suppression of newspapers and other and worse 
violations of freedom. 

Private ownership was rigorously respected. The rich peacefully continued to possess 
their wealth and, even during the scarcity of the siege, managed to carouse and mock at the 
misery not only of the people, but also of those fighting for the Commune. Benoit Malon, 
who was a member of the Commune’s government (Council) recounts how the Fédérés (the 
name given to the soldiers of the Commune) returning from combat disheveled and bloodied 
through the wealthier avenues, were insulted and called thirty-pennies by the bourgeois 
seated outside the luxurious cafés, drinking and smoking. 

The Commune’s work (manufacturing uniforms for soldiers) was subcontracted out to 
entrepreneurs who had people work for little money. 

The soldiers of the Commune were sent to guard the treasures of the Bank of France, from 
whom loans were sought with all the same formalities and guarantees used in the financial 
transactions of bourgeois governments. 

The only undertakings of vaguely socialist leanings were (if memory does not fail us) a 
decree against nighttime work in bakeries; a decree (never implemented) that gave workers 
united in cooperatives the right to take over factories deserted by owners, as long as they 
compensated the owners upon their return; a postponement of payments on rents and debts, 
some meager distribution of food to the hungry, and the return, free of charge, of pawned 
items of minimal value:—all things that can be done (and most of which have been done 
repeatedly) by a bourgeois and monarchist government, in the interest itself of public 
“order” and the tranquility of the bourgeois. 

And along with this, a great deal of declarations of principles, very advanced but never 
implemented; eloquent manifestos to the French people, to the peasants, to the people of the 
entire world, which never went beyond words; and symbolic acts, such as the demolition of 
the Vendéme column and the burning of the guillotine, certainly of great moral value, but 
of no practical importance. 

This is what the Paris Commune actually was. 

Given the people who took part in it, given the preceding ferment of ideas that the war 
could interrupt but not destroy, given how the European public interpreted the movement, 
something that could not have failed to influence the movement itself, one can surmise that, 
had the movement not been so quickly drowned in blood, perhaps it would have turned into 
social revolution. 

But was it not mainly the direction in which the movement was taken to cause the 
Commune’s failure—even from a military point of view? 

If armed bands of Parisians, prior to the tightening of the siege, had ventured into the 
countryside to preach expropriation and help the locals carry it out, the movement would 
have spread and the government would not have been able to assemble its forces and send 
them all against Paris. 

If within Paris the bourgeoisie had been expropriated and everything made available to 
the people, then the entire population would have been interested in the revolution and 
would have defended it;—while instead, according to the reports of the Communards 
themselves, only a small number of inhabitants took part in the fighting, and in the last days 
the Commune’s defenders numbered no more than ten thousand. 

The Commune was defeated, and it was defeated without having done what could and 
should have been done to win, because the principle of authority killed its momentum. 

We do not intend to blame the men, who all gave admirable proof of their selflessness, 
devotion, heroism. 


And we would be deceiving ourselves if we claimed that it was the fault of the “leaders.” 

The “leaders” exists only as long as the people want and tolerate them; and they are what 
the people allow them to be. 

The problem lies within the people themselves: it is within the people that we must fight 
the cult of authority, the faith in the necessity and usefulness of government. Once this is 
done the revolution may triumph. 

Let us honor the martyrs of the Paris Commune, who, even though they chose the wrong 
path, gave their lives for freedom. 

But let us put ourselves in a position to do better than them. 


287 This article was the subject of a curious misunderstanding when reprinted in Il Pensiero of Rome on 
March 16, 1907. A note from the editors stated: “This study of the Paris Commune was published in 
1900 in an English-language American magazine. On the occasion of the forthcoming 36th 
anniversary of the important event, a friend has done a translation, which we are publishing ... ” The 
publication was in fact a faithful reprint of the original article reproduced here. 

288 The main work of Irish historian William Edward Hartpole Lecky (1838-1903) was A History of England 
in the Eighteenth Century, the twelfth and final volume of which appeared in 1890. 

289 Francois Achille Bazaine, who commanded the only organized army remaining in France, surrendered to 
the Prussian army. 

290 The imperial column in Place Vendéme, topped by a statue of Napoleon and adorned with battle scenes, 
was considered an affirmation of militarism. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 28 (March 17, 1900) 


Upon returning to Paterson I learn that the comrades whom I designated as my 
representatives in my dispute with Ciancabilla have been rejected, because they were 
involved in the issue.201 

I could dispute whether the comrades representing Ciancabilla are the best suited, when 
the agreement is that jury members must be “impartial” people and not representatives of 
the parties, who then agree to fill out the rest of the jury with one or more individuals 
agreeable to both parties; I could claim that in appointing my representatives I was guided 
by the same criteria that appear to have guided my opponent; I could show that the names 
upon which my selection settled had been put forward by my opponent’s sympathizers as 
those expected to be appointed, without any foreseeable objection;—but none of this is 
important. I want the truth to come out as soon as possible; and therefore, to eliminate 
difficulties, I immediately entrusted two other comrades, wholly unconnected with the 
dispute, who have agreed to the assignment and who will contact Ciancabilla’s 
representatives immediately. 

They are: 

PIETRO CANE of 223 E. 21 St., New York. 

and 

LUIGI RAffUzzI of 554 W. 132 St., New York. 

For now, I would have nothing more to add. But since, even at this stage in the dispute, 
when the most elementary delicacy would require that insults and insinuations be suspended 
and the question be left in the hands of the jury, Ciancabilla chose to use language that... 
does not correspond to the truth, let me point out what everybody already knows, that is, 
that the delay I caused in appointing my representatives was not spent on “lengthy 
meditations,” but was due to the fact that I was far away and continually on the move, and I 
could not appoint my representatives without first asking them if they were willing to accept 
the task.292 


ERRICO MALATESTA. 
291 See the untitled note of February 24, 1900, p. 217. 


292 The jury never came to a unanimous verdict. Malatesta’s and Ciancabilla’s representatives issued 
separate statements, published in La Questione Sociale on May 19 and 26, 1900, respectively. 


The Irreconcilable Contradiction 


Translated from “La contradizione irreduttibile,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new 
series, no. 30 (March 31, 1900) 


They write from Bari, Italy: 


Our city is going through a very sad crisis. 

Barrel-making, once a thriving industry, is increasingly on the decline. 

The cause of this decline lies in the introduction of new fares by railroad and shipping 
companies, which allow for the return of empty casks at very low cost; therefrom comes a 
decreased consumption of barrels. 

Some time ago the barrel-making masters took steps to resolve this critical condition by 
asking that the transportation costs of empty casks be increased. 

Last Sunday, in front of the prefecture, they met to ask the authorities for help. 

A committee of 12 barrel-making workers, accompanied by a public safety inspector, was 
received by the prefect, who promised to sort things out. 293 


How on earth will the prefect sort things out? 

By ordering the railroad companies to increase again the transportation costs for empty 
casks? How so, if the capitalists are the ones who own the railroads, the ones who command 
the prefects and the prefects’ masters! 

And then, increasing the charge for returning barrels would drive up the price of wine. 

If the wine consumers were to turn to the prefect, would he promise to sort things out for 
them too? 

That poor prefect must find himself in a similar position as Almighty God, to whom one 
person asks for rain and another for good weather. And he is not even omnipotent! 

But in vain do we worry about the position of prefects, who know quite well how to dig 
themselves out of this puzzle... by making promises to everybody and keeping none of them. 

Much more deserving of our commiseration are those poor workers who, ignorant of the 
root causes of their problems, let themselves be deceived and mocked to the extent that they 
let themselves be escorted to the prefecture by a public safety inspector, and hope that the 
officials will care about their fate. 

The case of the barrel-makers of Bari is a typical case, which clearly shows the absurdity 
of capitalist society. 

In similar cases there is no possible cure other than the abolition of capitalism, the radical 
transformation of the system of production. And every trade, every form of human activity 
must, sooner or later, find itself in the same case, which is already rather widespread due to 
the overabundance of labor. 

Associations are of no help; nor are strikes and all other forms of resistance; nor 
cooperatives. 

Whenever no one needs the labor of a worker, the worker cannot impose any agreement: 
he must die of hunger—more or less slowly, more or less convulsively, but die of hunger he 
must... unless he can break free from the current system. 

And progress tends to make the labor of an ever-increasing number of workers 
unnecessary. 


This is the ultimate, irreconcilable contradiction between capitalism and progress. 

Either prevent all progress, enshrining the current castes, abolishing competition between 
capitalists, prohibiting any production development, any new machine, any new scientific 
application, and reducing workers to the status of domestic animals granted rations by their 
masters—in short, a regime like the one the Jesuits exercised in Paraguay;29,0r destroy 
capitalism and organize production not for the profit of a few, but for the greatest well-being 
for all. 

The request of the Bari barrel-makers to increase the transportation cost of used casks, so 
that the wineries would find it more convenient to burn them rather than send them back, is 
the same as asking the barrel-makers to only send 10 out of every 100 barrels to the market 
and destroy the other 90 before they can be used. 

Is it possible to achieve that? Of course not. Yet, the current structure of society is so 
absurd that it would make such a measure beneficial. 

When people die of hunger because there is too much stuff, or because it is too easy to 
produce it, or because it is too durable, destruction might appear—and might fleetingly be— 
more useful than production. A fire, an earthquake might be a blessing, bringing work and 
bread to the unemployed. 

But destruction of wealth is not how workers can emancipate themselves. And luckily the 
time has passed, at least in the more advanced countries, during which workers thought they 
could stop progress, and put as much energy into smashing up machinery as it would have 
required to take control of it. 

We must not fight progress, but direct it to everyone’s benefit. 

And for that to happen workers must take possession of all the capital, all social wealth, 
so that it would then be in their interest that products abound and production require the 
least possible effort. 

This is why it is necessary to make the revolution. 

Labor organizing, strikes, resistance of all kinds can at a certain point in capitalist 
evolution improve the conditions of workers or prevent them from worsening; they can serve 
very well to train workers for the struggle; they are always, in capable hands, a means of 
propaganda;—but they are hopelessly powerless to resolve the social question. And thus they 
must be used in such a way as to help prepare minds and muscle for the revolution—for 
expropriation. 

Anyone failing to grasp this, is reduced to pleading to the prefects... and being mocked. 


293 The letter had appeared in the socialist Avanti! of February 24, 1900. 

294 In the wake of Spanish colonization, between the 17th and the 18th centuries, the Jesuits acquired 
enormous power in Paraguay and carried out one of the greatest social engineering experiments in 
history, organizing the lives of hundreds of thousands of native peoples in dozens of communities 
(reducciones) planned according to the Christian doctrine. 


A Good Idea from a Legislative Body 


Translated from “Una buona idea in un corpo legislativo,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 
6, new series, no. 30 (March 31, 1900) 


The Paris Municipal Council, given that the habit of spitting one’s expectorate right and left 
is not only filthy and indecent, but also a cause of the spread of tuberculosis—decided to 
erect in the main city streets and public buildings enameled iron plaques on which is written, 
in large characters visible from a distance: “War on tuberculosis. The public is asked not to 
spit on the sidewalks.” 

Thus nothing more than a request. It does not read “by order of the superiors”: no threat 
of punishment for offenders. Just how anarchists understand things! 

And this anarchist approach will prove more effective than any terrifying authoritarian 
measure. 

First of all, it will probably be better observed, since it would be rude to not consider it; 
while ignoring a threat of punishment is an act of courage that can lend a certain nobility 
even to things that are actually bad. 

Moreover, those who understand its usefulness, being unable to rely upon the efforts of 
the municipal police, will find the need to convince others of its usefulness. And thus a 
measure which, presented in the form of a compulsory instruction, would have looked like 
ridiculous oppression and would have contributed to making hygiene and hygienists objects 
of hatred and ridicule, presented instead as a request and a recommendation, serves 
beautifully to educate the people and to spread the sense of duty that everyone has when it 
comes to refraining from actions that are in any way harmful to others. 

Which goes to show that even a legislative body can be useful... when it renounces its 
power to legislate. 


Cesare Batacchi Freed 


Translated from “Cesare Batacchi in liberta,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, 
no. 30 (March 31, 1900) 


With a decree of March 14 Cesare Batacchi has been “pardoned.” 

With its conventional phraseology, the sycophant press will say that the magnanimity of 
the king came to remedy a deplorable judicial error. 

The truth is that the king and his successive governments have kept an innocent man in 
prison for 22 years, that they deliberately closed their eyes to the obvious proof of his 
innocence and resisted the popular uproar for as long as they could, and when it was no 
longer possible to resist they came along with a “pardon,” not to fix an error, but to grant 
amnesty for a heinous judicial murder. 

Our greetings to our very dear comrade who comes back to life. 

We do not know if his long, terrible martyrdom will have left him the strength to return 
to the struggle. But his name will always be remembered as a very noble example of moral 
strength, and will ring out shame for the system and people who govern the Italy of the 
Savoy. 


[Untitled] 


Translated from La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 31 (April 7, 1900) 


Errico Malatesta leaves for Europe, grateful for the warm welcome bestowed upon him by 
comrades and friends. 

He is sorry he was unable to achieve more than the smallest part of what he had proposed 
and hoped to do for propaganda in these lands; this may be due to the poverty of his 
abilities, but certainly not to any lack of good will. He hopes that the comrades will, through 
their redoubled activity, make up one thousand-fold for the feeble contribution he was able 
to offer them. 

Bidding farewell to comrades, he hopes to meet many of them again in other more 
effective battles, which perhaps are not too far away. 


Malatesta remains a contributor to our newspaper. 

He proposes to keep us informed of the European movement, thus giving LA QUESTIONE 
SOCIALE that newsy character which thus far, due to the conditions under which it has been 
composed, it has always lacked. 


Those who have to write to Malatesta should address their letters in his name to: 


112, High Street, Islington, N. 
London (England) 


Retraction 


Translated from “Ritrattazione,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 31 
(April 7, 1900) 


The one time we had said something good about a legislating body, we are immediately 
obliged to take it back. 

Misled by an inaccurate report, we said that the Paris Municipal Council, given the harm 
and danger of spitting in the streets, had decided to ask citizens to refrain from doing so. 

It appears however that this is yet another of the usual ordinances carrying threats of fine 
and imprisonment. 

Certainly only the anarchists are capable of appealing to the common sense and goodwill 
of the people. Everybody else relies solely on fear of the police. 

Yet, between a public that carelessly spits and one that does not spit for fear of the 
municipal cops, we still prefer the former; since, while there may perhaps be a little more 
tuberculosis among them, the latter group will certainly contain a greater dose of servility. 


“L’Agitazione” 


Translated from “‘L’Agitazione,’” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 31 
(April 7, 1900) 


The 1st issue of the revived L’Agitazione has reached us, from Ancona. 

The writer of this news, while not holding back the delight brought to him by his 
appreciation of it, since he was too closely linked to that newspaper during the first phase of 
its existence and hopes to again be of service to it in this new phase, which he wishes to be 
even more fortunate and productive than the first.295 

He will however be allowed to congratulate the brave Ancona comrades who, despite the 
fact that nearly all the old contributors are interned or far away, have managed, with the 
contribution of new elements, to bring back out a newspaper that, judging from its first issue, 
will be better than its predecessor—thereby adding new proof to that coming from comrades 
elsewhere in Italy, that the Italian anarchist socialist party has already attained such 
maturity that it no longer has to fear to be strangled by persecution. 

Already it can truly be said that for every person that falls, ten more rise up. 


We reprint the news of the reappearance of L’Agitazione given by Messina’s L’Avvenire 
Sociale,29 because it offers an exhaustive explanation of the causes that led to the deplorable 
dispute between the two newspapers: 


[The excerpt from L’Avvenire Sociale explains how the major misunderstanding, now 
overcome, had arisen from the fact that “since the method of federative organization was being 
championed only by L’Agitazione, all organizing activities came together around that paper; which 
for those looking on from a distance, like us, produced the effect that L’Agitazione was almost an 
authoritarian center of the anarchist movement.” ]297 


Direct anything relating to L’Agitazione to Giambattista Carboni, general delivery. Ancona 
(Italy). 


295 There is a presumable gap in the original text, which seems clearly disconnected. L’Agitazione is the 
periodical that Malatesta founded and edited in Ancona in 1897-98. 

296 “‘L’Agitazione,”” March 16-17, 1900. 

297 On the earlier controversy between L’Avvenire Sociale and L’Agitazione, see “True or False Disagreements 
(Between Anarchists),” p. 410 of Volume III of these Complete Works. 


The Right to Judge 


Translated from “Il diritto di giudicare,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, new series, no. 
33 (April 21, 1900)29s 


Entire volumes could be written—without exhausting the subject—on errors in thought and 
action resulting from imperfections of language: synonyms, ambiguous terms, etc. 

One instance of this is the confusion that exists regarding the question of the right to 
judge, precisely because of the double meaning of the word. 

Throughout the entire course of history the minority of strong or fortunate people who 
have oppressed and exploited the laboring masses has little by little constructed a range of 
beliefs and institutions all intended to ensure, justify, and perpetuate its rule. Besides the 
army and other means of physical coercion, which are the first weapon and last resort of 
oppression, they created a “morality” tailored to their own interests, they classified as 
criminal anything that went against those interests, and formulated a body of laws that force, 
with the due penal sanctions, the oppressed to respect these principles, which they call moral 
and just, and that are nothing else than the interests of the oppressors. And as custodians and 
avengers of these laws they put in place “judges,” charged with ascertaining violations and 
punishing the violators. 

These judges, which the privileged have always commended to the public precisely 
because they support their privilege, have been and are one of most nefarious plagues 
suffered by humanity. 

Through their work every rebellious thought and action has been persecuted and 
repressed: they are the ones who have martyred the thinkers who in all ages have striven to 
open up a little more light, a little more truth; they are the ones who have sentenced to the 
gallows or to life in prison those who rebel against oppression and try to conquer a little 
more justice for the people; they are the ones who fill the jails with scores of poor wretches 
who, even when they did wrong, were driven and often compelled to do it by the same social 
order that their punishment defends. Posing as the priests of justice, they manage to make 
people preserve and accept a situation that the raw violence of soldiers would be incapable 
of maintaining; and cloaked by a false independence from other government organs and by 
an even more false incorruptibility, they operate as the docile and willing instruments of the 
hatreds, vendettas, fears of all tyrants big and small. The fact that they are raised above 
others, that they can control the life, liberty, and assets of whomever falls into their hands, 
and that their job is to convict people, produces a moral degeneracy that turns them into a 
breed of monsters, deaf to any feelings of humanity, sensitive only to the horrible delight of 
making people suffer. 

It is natural then that these judges and this institution of “justice” have been and remain 
targets of attack from all men who love freedom and true justice. 

Add to the above the more precise understanding one has these days of the influence of 
heredity and social environment, which reduces to a minimum, if it does not entirely 
eliminate, individual moral responsibility; add the deeper knowledge of psychology that, 
rather than shedding light on the human mind’s motives, has so far managed only to hint 
how tremendously complicated and difficult they are;—and one will understand why it has 
been said that “man has no right to judge man.” 

And we anarchists, who want to eliminate violence and imposition from the relationships 
between men, are right to protest louder than others against this right to “judge,” when 


judging means convicting and punishing those who do not want to submit to the law made by 
the rulers. 

But judging also means expressing one’s own opinion, formulating one’s own judgment, 
and this is simply the right to criticize, the right to express one’s thoughts on anything and 
everything, which is the first foundation of freedom. To deny the right to judge, in this sense 
of the word, is not just denying any possibility of progress, but completely denying the 
intellectual and moral life of humanity. 

The ease of making mistakes and the great difficulty of judging correctly, especially when 
dealing with the moral motives of man’s actions, advise us to be cautious with our own 
judgments, to never adopt an attitude of infallibility, to always be ready to correct ourselves, 
and to judge the act with as little concern as possible to the actor, but they cannot in any 
way invalidate the right to judge, that is, to think and express one’s own thoughts. We may 
make mistakes, we may be unfair in our own judgment; but the freedom to make mistakes, 
the freedom to assert an error is inseparable from the freedom to assert the true and just: 
everybody must be fully free to say and propagate whatever he pleases, as long as he does 
not impose his opinion by force and uses reasoning as the only weapon to support his 
judgments. 

Some comrades were confused by the double meaning of the word judge, and on the 
occasion of deeds variously appreciated within the anarchist camp, they have believed they 
could get out of the embarrassment by saying that anarchists must not judge. 

Why on earth? The anarchists, who proclaim unbounded freedom, should thus be 
deprived of the basic right they demand for everyone! They, who accept neither dogma nor 
popes and aspire to always move forward, should renounce the right and habit of criticizing 
one another, which is the means and guarantee of improvement!!! 

Anarchists have no right to judge?! Then how on earth could they combat the current 
society, if they had not judged it to be bad? And the claim that one has no right to judge, is 
that not a judgment itself? Does it not mean judging the judger? 

Ultimately, this is just a more or less unconscious hypocrisy of the mind, triggered and 
reinforced by the linguistic confusion we have spoken about. For, in fact, it is all about 
people who deny the right of judgment to those who do not judge as they do, and deny it to 
themselves when they do not know how to judge. 


298 The issue prior to this one, namely no. 32 of April 14, 1900, which might have contained articles by 
Malatesta, unfortunately cannot be found. As to the present article, even though it was published 
after Malatesta’s departure, it is the last in a series of original articles penned by Malatesta for La 
Questione Sociale and as such it was included in this volume. 


At the Workers’ Circle. A Lecture by Malatesta 


Translated from “En el Circulo de Trabajadores. Conferencia Malatesta,” El Despertar (New York) 10, 
no. 199 (May 1, 1900) 


On the evening of March 30, comrade E. Malatesta gave a lecture at this Circle. In it he spoke of the 
planned Federation of cigar workers in the United States. There was also talk of Spaniards and Cubans, 
of Cuba and her government, and of other rather curious details. 

Let us take things in order. The New York cigar workers’ society had asked Malatesta to visit 
Tampa and a fewer other locations, if possible, during his propaganda tour of the United States, and to 
meet up there with the cigar workers, with the goal of spreading the Federation. And he did as was 
requested. 

In this lecture, Malatesta reported back on his effort to fulfill the task entrusted to him. 

He said that he had been in Tampa and had found the organized cigar rollers quite ready to 
defend their rights, but without the solidity that is required, because of certain political and patriotic 
divisions. He noted more or less the same in Cuba. 

In Florida, he tried to give lectures recommending harmony between “Moors” and “Christians,” 
although the outcome failed to live up to his good intentions: there are those who are determined to 
spread hatred and division, and it is well known that, unfortunately, this is the easiest thing to do 
among workers.299 Malatesta said that, after one such call for harmony, some of the workers who were 
blinded by political passion, simply told him:—It is no use, Malatesta, we cannot live together with the 
Spaniards. 

This response reveals the reason why the poor are poor. Jews and Russians in Poland, Italians and 
French in Europe, Turks and Christians in Greece, blacks and whites in other places, Spaniards and 
Cubans in Cuba, everywhere it is the same thing. 

In Havana, Malatesta found the seed of the same evil. Despite this, he strove to combat it, giving 
good advice and arguing that slaves should not behave like children but rather like adults; but in 
Havana he had deal with a rebel general who now acts as a representative of the American authorities 
and who simply forbade him from giving any more public talks, because Malatesta was an anarchist 
and under a law framed by a gentleman who is now dead, anarchist propaganda is not allowed in 
Cuba. Malatesta was not convinced. Accompanied by some friends he paid a personal visit to the rebel 
general who was now representing the American authorities and asked him if it was true that he, the 
Italian Malatesta, who carried in his suitcase as a memento a portrait of Angiolillo, Canovas’s 
executioner, was banned from giving public lectures. The Cuban general answered that it was true, the 
ban was real and that they had no choice but to obey the American authorities. 300 

In sum, he said that the cigar workers in the United States have a rather difficult and delicate task 
facing them if they want to carry on with their federation; the task is to boldly and fearlessly combat 
the seeds of patriotic strife that the bourgeois have inoculated in them, the way the plague is 
inoculated in rats. The evil is not deeply rooted because, luckily, there are workers who understand, 
while the blind are a minority; but it could get worse. 

Comrade Malatesta took his leave of the New York cigar workers (because he had to leave for 
Europe) by wishing them prosperity, balanced judgments, and personal integrity in the struggles 
against their exploiters. 


299 On Malatesta’s stay in Tampa see note 183. 
300 On this meeting, see note 206. 


Section VI: Press Clippings 


Boastful Italian Anarchist 
The Washington Post, no. 8480 (August 28, 1899) 


Enrico Malatesta Says He Will Organize 
in Leading American Cities. 


New York, Aug. 27.—Enrico Malatesta, the Italian anarchist who recently escaped from a prison in his 
own country and came to the United States, addressed a French anarchist meeting in Paterson, N. J., 
and a few hours later spoke to 200 Italian anarchists in this city. 301 

He told his hearers that the Italian and Spanish workingmen were getting ready for a revolution, 
and that they were organizing for a great uprising. He said that he would stay in this country about 
three months and organize anarchist groups in many of the leading cities. 302 


301 The two meetings were held on August 27. The New York meeting was held at Teutonia Hall, on Third 
Avenue. 

302 The same news had appeared in similar or identical terms in many other newspapers, including the New 
York Herald, New York Sun, Evening Post, Evening Telegram (New York), Boston Evening Transcript, San 
Francisco Call, Kansas City Journal, Milwaukee Sentinel, Elmira Gazette, Geneva Daily Times of the same 
date; the Indiana State Journal (Indianapolis) on August 30; the Weekly Rocky Mountain News (Denver) 
on August 31. Some of them also published a short biography of Malatesta. The August 29 issue of Il 
Progresso Italo-Americano summarized the New York meeting in these terms: “The audience, of about 
200 people applauded the strong thinker several times, as he demonstrated the need for Spanish and 
Italian anarchists to be ready for a future action in their respective countries.” 


Correspondence. From W. Hoboken. Malatesta Lecture 


Translated from “Corrispondenze. Da W. Hoboken. Conferenza Malatesta,” II Proletario (New York) 4, 
no. 20 (September 2, 1899) 


In reporting the lecture given by Malatesta here in W. Hoboken on Friday evening of last week, 303 
on the premises of Tua and brother, I do not want to follow the same course Paterson’s La Questione 
Sociale has thus far maintained in its reports of the lectures given by our comrade Rondani... 

A few minutes after eight, Malatesta introduced himself to the audience in a simple manner and 
with clear words developed the topic of the lecture, “The social question,” criticizing in an unassailable 
manner the system of present-day society and urging solidarity among workers. 

... When he arrived at the end of his lecture, he tried to prove the uselessness of the political 
struggle. 


Malatesta was countered by our comrades Antonio Cravello and Arturo Meunier... 
There were repeated attacks from both sides, with Malatesta wanting us to believe that with the 
triumph of socialism there would always be an oppressive government . . . 


303 August 25. 


Up and down the Colony (From the Reporter’s 
Notebook). The Wounding of Malatesta... 


Translated from “Su e Git per la Colonia (Dal Taccuino del Reporter). Il ferimento di Malatesta,” Il 
Progresso Italo-Americano (New York) 20, no. 212 (September 6, 1899) 


Enrico Malatesta has proven he is a great soul again on this occasion. Not only has he refused to 
name his assailant, but he has also declared that he has forgiven him from the bottom of his heart. 
“J am sure—Malatesta said—that by now he regrets his action.” 


304 See note 94. 


Correspondence. Barre, Vermont 


Translated from “Corrispondenze. Barre Vermont,” Il Proletario (New York) 4, no. 25 (October 7, 
1899) 


The debates between our comrade Rondani and Malatesta were followed attentively by hundreds and 
hundreds of workers. 

We are very satisfied to observe that many anarchists now accept the economic struggle to obtain 
immediate improvements in the field of working conditions. 

Even on the political issue that is currently so urgent in Italy, Malatesta admits that it is necessary 
to make a joint effort to successfully overthrow the barrier to all progress which is the Monarchy. 


Social Movement. From the United States. West 
Hoboken, N. J. 


Translated from “Movimento Sociale. Dagli Stati Uniti. West Hoboken N. J.” La Questione Sociale 
(Paterson, New Jersey) 5, new series, no. 12 (November 25, 1899) 


On the evening of Saturday the 11th Malatesta spoke before a small crowd on the “Possibility of 
Anarchy.” 

Noteworthy was the attitude of the democratic socialists who, seemingly, made up the bulk of the 
small audience. 

Malatesta had argued that government is useless and harmful as much in an egalitarian society, as 
when used as an instrument of education and emancipation. 

And the socialists invited to debate the matter replied that, if the term “anarchy” were to be 
replaced by “socialism,” they were entirely in agreement with what Malatesta had said; and they 
repeat as much in correspondence sent to II Proletario.sos 


305 The correspondence to Il Proletario, signed “Fra Dolcino” and carried in the November 18 issue, adds no 
details on Malatesta’s speech, except that “discussion of the chosen topic ‘The possibility of anarchy’ 
was a very easy task for Malatesta, because all he did was repeat sentences that Kropotkin wrote in 
The Conquest of Bread.” 


Social Movement. United States. Cecil [by L. Decroliére] 


Translated from “Mouvement Social. Etats Unis. Cecil,” Germinal (Paterson, New Jersey) 2, no. 9 
(January 30, 1900) 


Comrade Malatesta gave a lecture here on the 2nd of January.30s Due to the lack of time we had had to 
organize it, few people attended. It is true that many workers prefer to spend their time in bars or 


attending cockfights. 
In his address, our comrade put the capitalist system on trial and vigorously chastised the workers 


for their laxity, weakness, and lack of vigor in their quest for self-emancipation. 
It is regrettable that our comrade had to speak in front of such a small audience, nevertheless, we 


hope that he gave those who listened to him something to think about. 
L. DECROLIERE. 


306 Cecil is a town in Pennsylvania, about fifteen and a half miles southwest of Pittsburgh. 


The Havana Contracts 


The Times (Washington), March 2, 1900307 


The Italian Anarchist Malatesta, who is now here, says that the Cuban workmen have no present 
cause for complaint. Their hours are easy and their wages good. He adds that the time is coming when 
they will have recourse to anarchy to cure the evils that will arise. He urges the Cubans to boycott the 
Americans, not to bend the knee to the military power, and to refuse to accept any position in the 
government. Malatesta intends to deliver a number of speeches, but if he continues this sort of talk he 
will be hauled up short, as the Spanish law is very strict regarding Anarchists. Malatesta is said to have 
come from the United States. 


307 The title refers to the stipulation of contracts for the construction of sewers and street paving, which is 
the main subject of the article. 


Social Movement. From Abroad. Cuba 


Translated from “Movimento sociale. Dall’Estero. Cuba,” La Questione Sociale (Paterson, New Jersey) 6, 
new series, no. 28 (March 17, 1900) 


Our comrade Errico Malatesta received the warmest welcome not just from comrades but also from the 
general public in Havana. 

The press made a great fuss for and against him. 

The government applied to him the Spanish law, which prohibits anarchist propaganda. 
Consequently our comrade gave his lectures without mentioning anarchy, and concluding: 

“Be aware that the ideas I am expounding to you are those of a party which I cannot name, 
because the law, which you thought you had overthrown by fighting for Cuba’s independence and 
driving out the Spanish tyrant, prohibits to mention anarchy.” 

The audience, always very numerous, laughed and applauded. 30s 


308 On this anecdote compare note 192, p. 226. 


[Untitled] 
Translated from Germinal (Paterson, New Jersey) 2, no. 13 (March 30, 1900) 


News reaching us from Cuba merely confirm our ideas on the value of governments. Not long ago, in 
this same place, we explained our views on the political change occurred in the Pearl of the Antilles. 
Just a few days ago, comrade Malatesta, back from Cuba, explained to us the autocratic way the new 
rulers are running the country’s affairs. Our comrade was tolerated and could give lectures, but with 
the explicit condition that he not utter the name of the cause he championed. Even certain laws that 
had fallen into disuse are enforced by the Americans; laws dating back to the time of Canovas, of 
sinister memory. Strange that those same laws that are no longer enforced in Spain, are enforced in 
Cuba today, and moreover by the very people who claimed that they wanted to set Cuba free. 


Up and down the Colony. The Departure of Errico 
Malatesta 


Translated from “Su e Giui per la Colonia. La partenza di Errico Malatesta,” Il Progresso Italo-Americano 
(New York) 21, no. 81 (April 5, 1900) 


Errico Malatesta, the well-known anarchist organizer who spent nine months in these lands spreading 
among the Italians of the United States the ideas that he so lovingly champions, sailed yesterday for 
England on board the “Saint Paul” of American Line. 

A few comrades were on the pier to wave goodbye. He told our reporter that he was leaving 
immensely satisfied with the results of his propaganda work and that it is not unlikely that he may 
return here again. 

Have a good trip, with the hope that the police of Europe’s most serene governments leave him in 
peace.309 


309 “Most Serene Republic” (Serenissima Repubblica) was the traditional name by which the Venetian 
maritime republic was known. 


Chronology 


1899 


Malatesta is in damicilin caatta on the island of Tamnedusa. January 
Receives a visit fram the socialist denutv Oddinn Morgari. January-February 
Fseanes fram Tamnediusa with two eamrades April 26-27 
After nassine through Tinisia and Malta returns ta london. May 24 (approx.) 
T.andon lecture on “The dutv of nrosressive narties in response to current conditions.” June 11 
In London. anonvmouslv nublishes the namnhlet Aeainst the Monarchy. August 
Sails fram Southamnton for New York under a false name. August 5 
Arrives in Paterson (New .Jersev) August 12 
First lecture in Paterson Teatrn Sociale on “The anarchists and the current situation in Europargust 16 
Lecture on “The social auestion” in West Hohoken (New Jersey), Camillo Tua beer hall. August 26 
Sneaks ta French anarchists in Paterson and to Ttalian ones in New York, Teutonia Hall. August 27 
Sneaks to an international catherine of anarchists in New York, East Broadway. September 1 
Ts wounded during a meeting in West Hohoken September 3 
The new series of Patersan’s I.a Onestione Sociale hevins, edited by Malatesta. September 9 
Lectures in Newark Orange Vallev West Hohoken and Brooklyn. September 15-18 
Sneaks at the Paterson demonstration against the Twentieth of September celebration, PSdpitein bie 20 
Malatesta’s nronaganda tour of the Northeastern TInited States begins. September 23 
Series of five lectures in Barre (Vermont). September 26 - 

October 5 


Stay in Boston (Massachusetts). Lectures on October 10, 12, and 14. Lectures also in West MiudhQctober 
Milfard (Qetahar 9M) 


Lectures in Pravidence (Rhode Island) October 24 and 26 
Malatesta is hack in Paterson Start of November 
Lecture on “The nossihilitv af anarchv” in West Hohnken. November 11 
Malatesta—Rondani dehate in Paterson Proletario Hall, November 15 


Lecture on “The anarchists and what thev want” in Orange Valley (New Jersey), Salone RWeswember 18 
Malatesta is in Philadelnhia (Pennsvlvania) Lectures given on NovemberNévemhber 22-25 (approx.) 
Series of four lectures in New York Sala Tirelli December 13-16 


1900 


Malatesta is in Pennsylvania since late December: he gives lectures in Italian and Frer$tairt Gfuhanuary 
Dittehrah Vahnohany Richan Federal Canil (Tanuary 2) and Charleroi (January 6). 


Series of lectures in Snring Vallev (Mlinais) Late January 
Spends time in Tampa, Florida, where he delivers daily lectures between February 18 and 2Qmbdhalf of 
Kev West. February 
Arrives in Cuha. February 27 
First lecture in Havana Centro General de Ohrerns March 1 
Second lecture in Havana Centra General de Ohrerns, on “Civilization and freedom.” March 3 
Lecture in Reola March 5 


The third scheduled lecture in Havana, on the topic “Crime: original causes and consequences,’Mgarch 5 


nrohihited hy tha anvarnmant 


Imnrovised talk at the Centra General de Ohrerns in Havana, police raid. March 6 
Returns fram Citha to the TInited States March 10 
Sneaks in Paterson ta eammemarate the Paris Commune. March 18 
Lecture in New York on “Civilization and freedam ” Colombo Hotel. March 26 


Sneaks at the Cireula de Trahaiadares in New York March 30 


Sets sail for London. April 4 | 
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